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ABSTRACT 

This report represents a hearing on the Indian School 
Equalization Program (ISEP) administered by the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs (BIA) . The hearing began with opening remarks by the acting 
committee chairman of the Senate Select Coxomittee on Indian Affairs, 
Paul Simon. Testimonies concerning the inadequacies of the ISEP 
funding formula are provided by members of Senate and Congress, 
leaders of individual tribal school organizations, and 
representatives of the National Indian Education Association. ISEP 
assigns different educational activities to Bureau-operated and 
contract schools with weights that reflect the basic cost associated 
with a specific activity. The number of students participating in the 
various educational activities is identified by each school, totaled 
by activity, and multiplied by the weight factor to arrive at the 
total number of weighted student units (WSUs) at each school. Under 
the proposed ISEP budget for the school year beginning July 1, 1993, 
schools would receive $150 less p«r WSU than they are receiving this 
year, because of an estimated shortage of $35 million. The effects of 
funding shortages could mean program cuts, teacher lay-offs, 
increases in class size, or shortchanges in critical program 
management aspects. Appendices include prepared statements; prepared 
answers by the BIA to Senate oversight hearing questions; and 
position papers regarding constant shortage of BIA funds for school 
districts in Arizona, South Dakota, Mississippi, North Dakota, New 
Mexico and Michigan. (LP) 
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INDIAN SCHOOL EQUALIZATION PROGRAM 



WEDNESDAY, MAY 13, 1992 

US Senate Select Committee on Indian Affairs, 
Meeting Jointly With Subcommittee on Elementa- 
ry, Secondary, and Vocational Education of the 
Committee on Education and Labor, House of Rep- 
RESENTATIVES Washington, DC. 

The committees met, pursuant to notice, at 9:35 a.m. in room 
485, Russell Senate Office Building, Hon Paul Simon (actmg cliajr- 
man of the Select Committee on Indian Affairs) presiding. 

Present from the Select Committee on Indian Affairs: Senators 
Simon, Wellstone, and Daschle. Go^^^^ow nnH 

Present from the Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary, and 
Vocational Education of the Committee on Education and Labor. 
Representatives Johnson of South Dakota and Pastor. 

STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL SIMON, U.S. SENATOR FROM ILLINOIS 

Senator Simon. The hearing will come to order. 

We are going to be joined by our House colleagues very shortly, 

but I think we probably ought to get tH^I-^""Ll*^'^S';„ol^,«tinn 
Today's hearing is to focus on the Indian School Equalization 
Progi-am [ISEP]. Reports have reached us of layoffs, for example, at 
the Chemawa Indian School and other schools because of funding 
shortfalS The Bureau of Indian Affairs [BIA] reportedly has in- 
formed schools that there's a shortfall in administrative cost grants 
of $4 8 million. Estimates made available to the Select Commitwe 
forecast a $6 million shortfall in administrative cost grants for 
S-ant and contract schools. Assistant Secretary Brown has se^t 
Chairman Inouye a letter that I will enter into the record at this 
point, but it has, among other things, this sentence in it: 

The Bureau of Indian Affairs calculates an additioiial $14 million would be 
needed to avert diminished programs of studies for schools. 
[Letter from Mr. Brown to Chairman Inouye appears in appen- 

*^'slnator Simon. Next week the Interior Appropriations Commit- 
tee will be considering an appropriat on for the BIA for the school 
vear beginning July 1, 1993. Staff estimates indicate there will be a 
SfeU of $8^million'in administrative cost grants if the Bureaus 
budeet is adopted as submitted. , , 

F?om figures made available to the committee it appears that 
under the ISEP budget proposed by the Bureau, schools will receive 
S less^f weighted student unit than they are receivmg this 
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. K ^ i fconomic studies, and I've just finished reading 
a book by David Cal^, Professor of Economics at Johns Hopfins 
wf. titled "The Bankrupting of America," he says, F??ft we 
have to get hold of the deficit; second, we have to invest in things 
Ike education. There is no better illustration of that need thai fn 
the Native American community right here in the United States 
1 will enter some statements in the record, some letters sent to 
Senator Pressler, as well as a position paper regarding a constent 

SC^rd .SsLttion" ^"'^ Berthold Indian School 

[Documents appear in appendix.] 

the'Sa°Je.&'?^e&^ ^ ^^^'^^^ ^^^^^ 

STATEMENT OF HON. PAVh WELLSTONE, U.S. SENATOR FROM 

MINNESOTA 
Senator Wellstone. Thank you, Mr. Chairman 

I m interested in this hearing today, and I'm especially interest- 
ed in the testimony from the BIA on the ISEP. Let me Lrsimplv 
C .r.' T^' BIA-operated ISEP schoiK 

T Jf'?''^*^^'^ contracted schools in our 

tnT Jr. fi ^- to visit Fond du Lac, and I just have to tell 

you, Mr Chairman, that the kids-I'll just take your comments 
the spark of learning was there, the kids were impressive,Tst tr^ 
mendous talent, the teachers were committed to the teaching, bu^ 
the school faculties were mobile homes attached to one another 
just kind of strung together, completely inadequate facilities 

We have a situation where what we spend per pupil in the 
Indian community is so far less than what we spend for many 
other students in our country, much less in our St^e, because we 
try and do something through our State equalization formula to 
'^K ^'^^"^ ^ ^^Srace. I think thJpeop e 

keep talking about national disgrace to the point where we hear it 
over and over again, but from visiting Fond du Lac and seeing 
what the community is trying to do and seeing a situation wherl 
fn. A?;-'r^f.*'°" they just simply do not have the adequate fund- 
mg, I think Its very important for us to establish at this hearing 
that we certeinly have to make a commitment to our kids-that's 
fii? n t^TA^ ^^'^ ^""^Set request measuring up to 

Ifi ; "^"""^^ interested in how it is we intend to deal 

Tni ? tremendous disparity between what we say about kids 

II A fu f concern about kids in the Indian community as 
^t ilf"Tt'« ^^"^^^l^ "^^^^^ they don't match up 
ft's just not there^ ^'"^ mightily and producing a mouse. I mean. 

Senator Simon. I thank you. Senator Wellstone. 
We re pleased to have as witnesses- 
Congressman Tim Johnson, please come and join us. unless you 
want to be a witness first. We'll be happy to have you as a witneS! 
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Mr. Johnson of South Dakota. Let me say, Senator, that I ap- 
preciate the courtesy of the invitation to join you. I do have an- 
other committee hearing back on the House side, and I will have to 
leave quickly to return over to the House side. 

Senator Simon. We're pleased to have you here, and let me just 
say I have heard from several people the leadership you have 
helped to provide on the House side, particularly in South Dakota, 
and we appreciate that very much. 

Mr. Johnson of South Dakota. If I may proceed with an open- 
ing statement. Senator — 

Senator Simon. Absolutely. 

STATEMENT OF HON. TIM JOHNSON, U.S. REPRESENTATIVE 
FROM SOUTH DAKOTA 

Mr. Johnson of South Dakota. I do appreciate this opportunity 
to join you this morning. There are a great many things going on, 
and Fm grateful for your leadership on these issues that are so im- 
portant to the Native American community and to all Americans, 
really, and for the leadership of Senator Wellstone and my col- 
league. Representative Pastor. But the issues before us at this time 
are of such paramount importance that I felt compelled to join you 
here this morning, and I ask unanimous consent that my state- 
ment be included in the record in full. 
Senator Simon. It will be included in the record. 
Mr. Johnson of South Dakota. I want to thank the committee 
for permitting me to join them to analyze a critically important 
issue of Indian student equalization program funding, and I ap- 
plaud today's hearing. 

With respect to the current funding cycle, which began July 1, 
1991, the BIA has projected a shortfall in funding, as youVe noted, 
of between $6.5 million and $7 million. This shortfall is not across 
the board and does not reflect a basic inadequacy of ISEP. Rather, 
it reflects a failure by the BIA to project the effect of the transfer 
of Civil Service employees to the new contract system and the site- 
by-site effect of this move on certain schools and the failure to re- 
quest sufficient funds for the administrative cost formula. 

The result of these errors, which the Bureau was aware of last 
fall, is to force individual schools to cut programs, lay off teachers, 
increase class size, or shor'change critical management aspects in 
order to meet what is an ar -.ificial budget amount. The BIA's Office 
of Indian Education Program b warning that it's not responsible for 
the problem since it warned people that they would have to live 
with these figures falls on unsympathetic ears when you consider 
its lack of timely remedial action and the failure to live up to the 
statutory mandate for grants and contract schools. 

The second issue involves fiscal year 1992 and the shortfall in 
funding to be distributed next year, beginning on July 1, 1992. Be- 
cause of a failure of the BIA to accurately project student enroll- 
ment in programs and the continuing personnel increase costs, the 
projected shortfall is now in the $12 million to $14 million range, 
meaning a decreased weighted student unit of one equaling sub- 
stantially less than $2,700. I find this all the more aggravating in 
light of the fact that when the BIA testified before the House Ap- 
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propriations Committee a few months ago, it denied any shortfall. 
Now the BIA admits to a $14 million shortfall. The results are 
clear. Schools in South Dakota and all over the country are going 
to fail. 

Such cuts, in my view, make a mockery of the President's and 
Secretary Alexander's stated goals of educational opportunities for 
all. The level of funding requested by the Bureau is unconscion- 
able, and next week Vll address these concerns in more detail with 
our House Appropriations Committee. 

All this leads me to two observations. The first is that Fm dis- 
heartened to say that I have very little confidence in the BIA's 
numbers, and its pronouncements relative to the prc^am's health 
are either misleading or simply incorrect. The second is that this 
matter leads me to question the BIA's commitment to educating 
Indian children. If the BIA wants to get out of the education busi- 
ness, then they should say so. With the proper amount of notice, 
Fm sure tiiat we could try to fashion an adequate substitute with 
appropriate funding levels. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I apologize if my words are a bit harsh this 
morning, but I know how badly South Dakota schools are suffering 
and what tremendous challenges this places to South Dakota 
Indian children, their faculties, their parents, and all those who 
aspire to a greater opportunity for these children and for the next 
generation. The time has come to do something npw to halt this 
downward spiral, and I thank you again for your tremendous lead- 
ership in this area. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

[Prepared statement of Mr. Johnson appears in appendix.] 

Senator Simon. We thank you very much. Congressman Johnson. 

We're pleased to be joined here by a new Member of Congress 
from Arizona, Congressman Pastor. We're very pleased to have you 
here. If you have any opening statement — 

We thank you again. Congressman Johnson. 

STATEMENT OF HON. ED PASTOR, U.S. REPRESENTATIVE FROM 

ARIZONA 

Mr. Pastor. Mr. Chairman, first of all, I want to thank you for 
giving me the opportunity to participate in this joint oversight 
hearing on Indian education, on the administration of BIA schools. 

This year, 1992, 100 years since the great Apache Chief Geroni- 
mo laid down his arms, I find it sobering for the Congress to be 
examining cur Government's educational programs for Native 
Americans. As a member of another minority in our society, I am 
well aware, Mr. Chairman, of the importance of education as a key 
to economic opportunity and social mobility. Denying any child the 
opportunity for an education, an education equal to that of his 
peers, is a cruel hoax that will be passed from generation to gen- 
eration, as the recent events in Los Angeles serve to remind us. Ul- 
timately, we all pay the price. 

Native Americans in Arizona have a long and proud history. Ari- 
zona has the fourth-largest Indian population of all the States in 
the United States. Some 20 nations totaling about 200,000 persons 
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grace Arizona with their culture. So you can see that my interest 
in this hearing is very intense. . . r • j „ 

I want to know how Native American education is faring during 
these tough economic times, whether or not the BIA is living up to 
its responsibility and obligation of providing Indian children in the 
Bureau-funded schools with equal educational opportunities. I want 
to know what standards are applied, if any are applied, how the 
needs are determined and met, and how costs are calculated and 

funds allocated. , „ , . .1. • ^ i.- 

I welcome all the panelists and look forward to their testimony. 
Your yjews and recommendations will be very important to our 
effocKo improve the Indian educational system. . 

(Again, I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for calling this im- 
pof^nThearing. So thank you for inviting me. 

Senator Simon. We thank you for your presence here. 

Our witnesses are Joe Christie, Deputy Director, Office of Indian 
Edi) cation Programs, and Joy Martin, Chief, Branch of Administra- 
tive Services, Office of Indian Education Programs, BIA. They will 
be ioined by Angela Barney-Nez, Executive Director, Navajo Area 
School Board Association, Window Rock, AZ; Bv. Roger Bordeaux, 
Executive Director, Association of Community Tribal Schools, inc., 
Sisseton, SD; Marcel Kerkmans, representing the National Indian 
Education Association, Alamo Navajo School, Magdalena, NM; 
Carmen Cornelius Taylor, Executive Director, National Indian 
School Board Association, Albuquerque; and Lorena Bahe, Execu- 
tive Director, Association of Navajo Community Controlled bchool 
Boards, Window Rock, AZ. u • u 

If all of you can join— we may need a couple more chairs here 
around the table. , . 

Mr Christie, we will call on you first here, and let me apologize 
to the witnesses in advance. I have a 10 o'clock markup in the For- 
eign Relations Committee, so at that point I m going to hand the 
gavel to someone else here. 
Mr. Christie. 

STATEMENT OF JOE CHRISTIE, ACTING DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF 
INDIAN EDUCATION PROGRAMS, BIA, DEPARTMENT OF THE IN- 
TERIOR, WASHINGTON, DC 

Mr Christie. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee. I am pleased to be here to present the views of the De- 
partment of the Interior on the budgeting for the ISEP for fiscal 
years 1991 through 1993. I will summarize and submit my lull 

statement for the record. , . , , 

Senator Simon. It will be entered in the record j 
Mr. Christie. I'd like to present a very brief background ot the 
events that led to the establishment of the ISEP formula and its 
implementation in the BIA-operated schools and contract schools 
In 1975 the Congress enacted the Indian Self-Determmation and 
Education Assistance Act. Education was included in the broader 
scope of the act, which provided for and encouraged the contracting 
of BIA functions by Indian tribes themselves. The long-term goal 
set by the act was to have tribes assume managerial and policy- 
making responsibilities. 
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Title XI of the Education Amendments Act of 1978 went further 
in promotmg Indian self-determination, declaring in section 1130 
that It shall be the policy of the Bureau, in carrying out the func- 
tions of the Bureau, to facilitate Indian control of Indian affairs in 
all matters relating to education. The 1978 act also required the re- 
organization of the BIA with respect to the administration of its 
schools. The 12 BIA area offices were removed from direct line con- 
trol and assumed an admmistrative support posture. The Congress 
instructed that the line authority v/ould run from the Office of 
Indian Education Programs in Washington, DC, to agency superin- 
tendents for education. The 1978 act further required the Secretary 
of the Interior to establish, by regulation, a formula for determin- 
^^^u^rf "^1^™^"^ annual amount of funds necessary to sustain 
each Bureau-funded school. Funding for all Bureau schools is sub- 
ject to the availability of appropriations. The ISEP formula, based 
on relative weight factors, was patterned after the best practice 
and experience of State school systems that had developed equali- 
zation formulas. 

Under the ISEP formula, different educational activities conduct- 
ed in Bureau-operated and contract schools, such as elementary 
and secondary education, bilingual education, residential programs, 
gifted and telented programs, and programs for different types of 
handicapped students, were assigned weights using a base of one 
that reflect the basic cost association with the various activities. 
The numb^er of students the school has participating in the various 
educational activities is identified by each school, totaled by activi- 
ty, arid multiplied by a weight factor for each activity to arrive at 
the total number of weighted student units at each school. The 
dollar value of a WSU is determined by dividing the total number 
of all schools' WSUs into the total available funding. The WSU 
dollar value is multiplied by the number of each school's WSUs to 
arrive at each school's amount of funding in a given year. 

For the upcoming 1992-93 school year, the Bureau will fund 182 
schools with an estimated student population of 41,817, which is ap- 
proximately 11 percent of the Indian student population nation- 
wide. Actual enrollment will not be confirmed until early October. 
The number of students being served will have increased about 1 
percent over the 1991 total. The rate of increase in ISEP funds 
f^^^/^^^^^ ^^^^ ^^^^ approximately 25 percent. The totals are 
Hol.b million and $201.9 million in budget activity in 1988 to 1992, 
respectively. The increase in funding reflects the concern and em- 
phasis this Administration places on quality education for Indian 
children. 

In fiscal year 1991, Congress appropriated $208.9 million to for- 
ward fund the BIA schools. This meant allocating the funds on a 
school year cycle rather than on the usual fiscal year cycle 
common to Federal budgetary planning, thus allowing the schools 
to operate during the usual August to June period, as is normal for 
schools. During the transition from fiscal year to school year fund- 
ing cycle, some of the schools misunderstood the forward funding 
concept and obligated more fiscal year 1991 funds than they should 
have early in the school year. 

In October 1990, the Bureau issued 85 percent of the ISEP funds 
based on the student count made in September 1990. The final 15 
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percent adjustment was made in December 1990. These funds were 
available for use from October 1990 until September 1991. 

In July 1991, the Bureau issued 85 percent of the ISEP forward 
funded moneys to the schools. These funds were for use from July 
1, 1991, until June 30, 1992. The remaining 15 percent was issued 
in December 1991 It might be noted that this issuance was for the 
forward funded moneys and that that was appropriated for a 9- 
month period, although the funds became available in July 1991. 

The BIA plans to distribute 85 percent of the fiscal year 1992-93 
funds in July 1992 based on the student count completed in Sep- 
tember 1991. Any adjustments will be made in December 1992, 
after the student count is conducted in September 1992. These 
funds will remain available for expenditure until June 30, 1993. By 
this time, the schools should be more familiar with ^he forward 
funding cycle and better understand the amount availaole to oper- 
ate their programs. 

Thank you. 

[Prepared statement of Mr. Christie appears in appendix.] 
Senator Simon. We thank you very much for your testimony, I 
think we probably, unless my colleagues have any suggestions to 
the contrary, will hear from all the witnesses and then ask ques- 
tions. 

Angela Barney-Nez. 

STATEMENT OF ANGELA BARNEY-NEZ, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
THE NAVAJO AREA SCHOOL BOARD ASSOCIATION, WINDOW 
ROCK, AZ 

Ms. Barney-Nez. Thank you, Mr, Chairman and members of the 
committee. 

My name is Angela Barney-Nez. I am here on behalf of the 
Navajo Area School Board Association, which represents 54 local 
community school boards that are located on the Navajo Nation 
within the States of New Mexico, Arizona, and Utah. We work 
very closely with our local school boards to develop education pro- 
grams and support services that our Navajo children need and to 
make sound administrative choices about the use of resources we 
have to implement those programs and provide those services. 

Our school boards have obtained training and spent long hours 
working over budgets and staffing plans and service proposals. 
These school boards are boards of BIA-operated schools located on 
the Navajo Nation. They do their best, and I am here today on 
their behalf because we'have been and feel so defeated by the inad- 
equacy and unpredictability of the funding that we receive for our 
schools. This inadequacy and unpredictability is supposed to be 
eliminated by formula funding under the ISEP. This program is 
supposed to provide formula funding for our schools based on 
school size, student count, and special characteristics of our 
schools. 

We find too often, however, that the BIA has underestimated the 
number of students we would serve and has underestimated the 
number of those students with special characteristics requiring ad- 
ditional weights in the formula. We find that national mandates 
for teacher salaries, new programs, anc' he like have been tied to 
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the ISEP funding formula. At the same time, additional dollars suf- 
fident to pay for these mandates have not been appropriated^ 
Often the ?eLon adequate funds have not been appropriated to 
mSt a new mandate is that the true scope of the change and its 
TmeSJS have been underestimated in the projections which the 
MA hS provided to the Ck)ngress. The result is that we receive a 

^"^^ato^Smo;;: if I may take the Chairman's Prerogative to in- 
terrupt just for 1 moment to ask the two of 3*-^' ^JJ^^^ at the 
number^, you are talking about, in your earlier stetemBnt 41,817 
students and in your statement here you are telking about 72,675. 
Is that the weighted portion that makes the difference there? 
Ms. Barney-Nez. The WSUs. 

Senator Simon. Okay. Just so I understand. Thank you. 

Ms Barney-Nez. The result is that we receive a level of funding 
that caiifes many mandated requirements, 7^^!^ JJ.^'fSS 
to meet the basic educational ana residential needs of the student 

^CvXfof rWSU% falling below that intended by the Ck)n- 
grei and needed by our schools. The reason for this shortfall is 
SIf the true cost of teacher salary increases, of transportation, 
and of adS weights for special categories of «tud«",?,;^fi|gS'^|;- 
estimated by the Administration when the amount of the ISEP au- 
SriSSon for the coming school year was being determined by the 

'^Fo'r'this school year, 1991-92, the final WSU count is 72,675^47, 
after two corrections. The BIA, through the Office of Indian Educa- 
tion Programs [OIEP] estimated this year s WSU ^ojint at 71,bl5 
over 1,000 WSUs below the actual count. In the coming 1992^ 93 
school vear the BIA's own line officers expect the WSU count to 
reaS 74 576 This is far above the estimate the BIA presented to 
J^Con^ess wEen the ISEP ftmds for the school year were being 
determined through the appropriations process 

As a result, the dollars appropriated will not fund ^- at the 
rate Congres^ intended. The dollars will not even fi nd a WSU at 
ihe level it was funded in this school y^^r. Jhe vrlue of a WSU 
would shrink from $2,834 this school year to $2,6&7 nex. yean 11 
these estimates on enrollment and weighte are correct this would 
be a drop of over $160 per WSU. By school year 1993-94, we antici 
pate a WSU count of 75,593. The appropriation being sought by the 
Bureau for that school year will not maintain the value of a WSU, 

^tTontiu?rei& will be devastating to all of our 

schools. Just multiplying the Projected reduction for tl^e l^^^ 
school vear by WSUs for the school which is at tort Wingate, lor 
example prSuces a shortfall of approximately $750,000 below ex 
Sd reve.>ues and below the amount the formula says is neces- 
^^v to JffectWely run the school. This wipes out the increases re- 
?li4d thisTear to fund the third phase of congressionally mandat- 
e'd te'ache? Sfary increases. It cuts into Program costs res^^^^^^^^ 
costs, transportation costs, special education coste It virtuail> 
eliminates any funds for extracurricular program activities requir 
ing transportation anywhere. 



Mr. Chairman, I would like to add for the record that we did a 
sample throughout Navajo Nation BIA-operated schools, and we 
have found examples of what has happened within our schools, 
what are schools doing to meet the shortfall, and we'd like to share 
this information with the committee on some of the economies our 
schools are being required to make. 

Some of our schools board students, and they bus these students 
home on the weekends. The transportation formula does not pay 
for many trips. There are four trips a year sometimes. For exam- 
ple. Fort Wingate High School and Chuska Boarding School has to 
make the money from education services. Other schools do not feel 
they have to take anymore money from education programs. So the 
school asks parents to pick up their children for the weekend. 
Some children are not picked up. They have to spend their week- 
end in a weekend dorm because the school cannot afford to keep 
the regular dormitories open, lighted, and heated for the weekend. 
Often no special weekend activities or recreational opportunities 
can be provided for these students because there is no money to do 
so. Various of our schools come down to one side or the other on 
this dilemma. All agree it should not exist. 

All of our schools also have had to cut \yay back on extracurric- 
ular activities, particularly any activities which require transporta- 
tion and extra hours by staff. Many very worthy programs and ac- 
tivities have to be passed by because the transportation budget will 
not pay for the cost of bus transportation to nearby events. 

Many of our schools' students do not have the full compliment of 
school counselors and dormitory counselors. One school administra- 
tor told of her regret that individual one-on-one counseling was not 
available to dormitory students on a consistent enough basis. Too 
often there was no one in the dormitory for students to talk to con- 
fidentially because staff are stretched too thin and individual coun- 
seling services could not be maintained. Many of our schools have a 
very difficult time meeting dormitory criteria mandated by BIA 
regulations because the money they receive does not cover the cost 
of the requirements. 

IHS cutbacks and BIA cutbacks combined have left our schools 
without a regular school nurse. Transportation funds do not pro- 
vide for taking a child to a clinic or hospital, yet if a child is sick, 
particularly a child who is in the dormitory, the child must be 
taken to a clinic or a hospital, so our schools transport the child 
and pay for it out of education programs and funds. 

Schools are cutting back on security. Although it's funded under 
O&M, it still takes some money out of the ISEP formula to meet 
these costs for security. They are eliminating staff positions, teach- 
er positions, counselor positions that are needed to be fully staffed 
because they simply do not have the money to pay for them. They 
are furloughing staff to avoid firing them altogether. 

Our schools are having a particularly hard time with special edu- 
cation. The weights for special education are high and for a good 
reason. Special education is an expensive service to provide. Since 
the ISEP formula for special education is computed in terms of the 
WSU, when the basic value of a WSU is reduced because of low 
BIA estimates of the number of WSUs, the dollar loss to special 
educations are particularly high. Meeting the requirements of spe- 
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cial education regulations under Public Law 94-142 becomes par- 
ticularly difficult when ISEP dollars are reduced through a short- 
fall. The situation jeopardizes Public Law 94-142 money altogether. 

Not only is ISEP being funr^ed at a lower dollar amount per 
WSU than anticipated by the Congress, but the WSU dollars are 
having to be used for many programs and services that should be 
paid for out of other programs. For example, many schools find 
that USDA funds do not pay their entire cost of school lunches and 
school breakfasts. They have been dipping into ISEP. All schools, 
as mentioned above, are without residential health care services. 
They lack transportation dollars to travel to health care facilities. 
They use ISEP dollars to pay the cost of getting children to health 
care services when they need them. 

Schools are having to skimp on home living supplies and materi- 
als. Comfortable chairs, sofas, televisions, washers, dryers, irons to 
press clothes — all are in short supply at many of our schools. One 
school has complained that they are running short of personal hy- 
giene supplies that their students need. 

There is little or no money to fix anything, and particularly 
school bus repairs are not covered by funds received. And our buses 
break down. A broken washing machine can be a dormitory crisis. 

We have many students in the residential programs who come 
from difficult home situations. They need to be nurtured, not ware- 
housed. We have counselors in our budgets and in our standards. 
However, the hours they are available are limited by RIFs when 
we do not have the dollars for them. We are not able to provide 
enough recreation to our boarding students, enough after-hours ac- 
tivities, enough study resource materials, enough help for home- 
work, enough individual attention. We know they need individual 
attention. 

Reductions in force, furloughs, and layoffs plague our relations 
with our school staff. This undermines morale. Often the staff with 
the greatest need feels the bite the nost. We must ask more and 
more of our staff at the same time that we leave them very inse- 
cure in their own employment. That the staff puts up with this is a 
tribute their commitment and a comment on the poverty of our 
region. 

Cuts are affecting safety of our students and our staff. Several 
schools listed security as a way they are meeting and would meet 
the shortfall. Others listed backlogs in fixing the fire alarm system, 
fixing the sewer and obtaining adequate sewage services, tapping 
into an adequate water system, paving their parking lot. If this 
sounds like a system falling apart, it is. 

How can the ISEP shortfall be addressed in time to avoid any- 
more cuts in program and service in BIA-funded schools during the 
next school year, and how can the problem be remediated in the 
long haul? We have some suggestions. We share the recommenda- 
tions being made on behalf of our Navajo contract and grant 
schools that ISEP be restored to the school year 1991-92 level, with 
a cost of living increase of 3.5 percent for the 1992-93 school year. 
This would allow us to keep our teacher salaries comparable to 
those in the Department of Defense, as Congress originally intend- 
ed, without cutting any deeper into program services and staffing 
ratios. The dollar cost for this intervention is approximately $14 
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million, as we stated in our earlier testimony to the House Appro- 
priations Subcommittee on Interior. 

For the 1993-94 school year, appropriated in the 1993 fiscal year 
budget, a 3.5-percent cost of li\dng increase should be applied to the 
value of a WSU. This would result in a WSU value of about $3,127. 
This amount should be applied tQ our current best estimate of 
WSUs for that year, 75,593. A comparable cost of living increase 
for the next school year would bring us closer to $3,499 in 1994 and 
1995, the amount which the ISEP task force called by the BIA esti- 
mated that we should receive this year to adequately meet the 
needs of our schools and our students. 

These dollar increases and WSU rate increases are the least that 
can be done to keep us from losing ground. In the long run, we 
need to look at how we compute ISEP, what floor we put under it, 
what apportionment between salaries and other expenses we pro- 
vide for, and v/hat we pay for with it. 

In the first place, we need a commitment from Congress to the 
value of the WSU. When Congress approves the appropriation for 
ISEP, the size of the appropriation is based on an estimated value 
of an individual WSU. If the number of WSUs is greater than that 
anticipated, Congress should commit to providing a supplemental 
appropriation to maintain the WSU at the agreed upon value. 
Since the ISEP formula is now forward funded to July 1, there is 
time to redo estimates and make up most of any difference before 
the sjchool year begins. 

Second, the Congress and our Navajo school boards need compre- 
hensive information from the BIA about the real cost of all goods 
and services actually involved in running our schools and dormito- 
ries and the adequacy of all sources we rely upon to meet those 
costs. When the Department of Agriculture does not provide the 
full cost of a school lunch and school breakfast and students are 
present who need to eat, the school must take the money out of 
some other account, too often ISEP. When the child needs to be 
taken to a doctor, if there is not money for this purpose, ISEP or 
other dollars will have to be used. If a school determines that it is 
in the best interest of the children to be taken home for the week- 
end, the school will have to dip into some other fund other than 
transportation, often ISEP, to pay for this service. 

Senator Wellstone [assuming Chair]. Ms. Barney-Nez, I hate to 
interrupt you, but Td like to ask you if you could finish up, not be- 
cause what you say isn't powerful or important. What will happen 
is a number of us have other committee meetings, and we want to 
make sure that there's going to be time for discussion and ques- 
tions, and everything will be, of course, submitted for the record. I 
don't want to put you in that position, because what you say is so 
important, but I would make that request. 

Ms. Barney-Nez. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have been told to 
say these things, and they're all very highlighted. 

Many of our schools are spending 80 percent or more of their 
entire ISEP funds on salaries. One school reported it is spending 90 
percent of its money on teacher pay increases. What we are sug- 
gesting, though, is more comprehensive figures that we can use so 
that we make some better determinations on the funding for the 
upcoming year. 
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NASBA participated in the ISEP task force, and those recom- 
mendations are not being followed by the BIA in making its appro- 
priation request to the Congress. We also participated in the White 
House Conference on Indian Education, which set certain educa- 
tional goals for Indian education in the year 2000 and beyond. 

We would work with the Congress and with the Office of Indian 
Education Programs and other agencies in determining the real 
costs and the needs associated with educating our children. We 
have ideas for rationalizing this process, as described in our testi- 
mony. We urge the Congress to look at the costs and structures 
needed to provide quality education and to work with all of us to 
establish a regular and predictable way of meeting those costs and 
establishing those structures. 

Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. We have supplemental 
questions that we would like to insert for the record and ask for 
your committee to call for those questions to be answered by the 
BIA Office of Indian Education Programs. Thank you. 

[Prepared statement of Ms. Barney-Nez appears in appendix.] 

Senator Wellstone. I thank you for your powerful testimony, 
and I would want all of the panelists to remember that even if you 
can't get through your whole written statement, that will all be 
part of the record, and maybe we'll try and limit the remarks a bit 
so that we can get into discussion. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Bordeaux. 

STATEMENT OF ROGER BORDEAUX, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AS- 
SOCIATION OF COMMUNITY TRIBAL SCHOOLS, INC., SISSETON, 
SD 

Mr. Bordeaux. Senator Wellstone, thank you. 

rd like to thank the committee for allowing me to be here today 
to represent the community tribal schools across the United States. 

First of all, what Fd like to do is introduce some students at 
some of the schools that are here in the Washington, DC area as 
part of the Close Up Foundation, and Fd like to introduce them 
and also submit their names for the record so that they show 
they're in attendance. They are students from a school where I 
work at, Tiospa Zina Tribal School on the Sisseton Reservation in 
South Dakota, and Takini School on the Cheyenne River Reserva- 
tion in South Dakota. So maybe if they could stand up — 

Senator Wellstone. And could we get the names so that v/e can 
have that as a part of the record? Could we get everybody's name? 

Mr. Bordeaux. I'll get their names plus the two teachers that 
are with them and submit them for the record. 

Senator Wellstone. On behalf of the committee, I'd like to 
thank the students for being here today. It's important that you're 
here, since it is about you. You should be here. 

Mr. Bordeaux. The Close Up Foundation is one of the programs 
that the Congress has constantly, over the last few years, submit- 
ted money for so that these students can come in and get some 
civic education. 

What I'd like to do is very briefly review some of the illustra- 
tions in my testimony to give you an idea of what we're talking 
about. I think the whole theme that I want to talk about today is 
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equity, not only equity among schools, but something that you said. 
Senator Wellstone, in regard to equity and comparison with public 
schools. So Td like to review the illustrations that we have in there 
and then also review a couple of the illustrations m the Congres- 
sional Research Service report that you also have available in tront 
of you. So rU go through that as quickly as I can, because I know 
that I would much rather have some dialogue than having us sit 
around boring people out. , j j 

Senator Wellstone. You are not boring us. The words and the 
statistics are all about future. 
Mr. Bordeaux. That's right. 
Senator Wellstone. It's not boring, it s important. 
Mr. Bordeaux. Okay. , . . *u 

I think the first illustration in my testimony just outlines the 
tribal schools by State, how many there are, how many enroll- 
ments there are, and how much ISEP dollars goes into those States 
to give both committees an idea of how much money goes into the 
tribally controlled schools in the various States. So you yourself 
can look at Minnesota and the other people can look at the ditter- 
ent States just to give you an idea. But the total amount is $b5 mil- 
lion in ISEP goes to tribally controlled elementary and secondary 

^The^second illustration on page 2 outlines per-pupil expenditures 
in public schools since 1986 and compares that against the IbliiF 
revenue in the same time period, and what I'm trying to illustrate 
is that over that time period, the ISEP dollars have increased 
percent and the per-pupil expenditure dollars in public schools has 
increased 57 percent. You also have to remember that ot that 
percent increase in ISEP, I would suspect that at least 75 percent 
of that was legislated by amendments in 1988, which added some 
additional weight because of specific needs of students, and Marcel 
will be getting into some of those specifics. 

In the bottom on the second page, I tried to illustrate that even it 
you take the ISEP amount and add in transportation, facilities, and 
administrative costs at tribally controlled elementary and second- 
ary schools, that total dollar figure still does not come up to the 
per-pupil expenditure amounts for an average in all public schools 
in the United States. So public schools this year spent a little over 
$5 000 per student, and the major four functions that we operate 
under— ISEP, transportation, facilities, and adimnistrative costs- 
only come up to $4,300. So we're about $700 or $800 off per student 
in that amount. And then what I also did, because there s always 
an argument that public schools also get Federal dollars on a sup- 
plemental basis in Chapter 1 and various other categories, 1 even 
added in the average percentage of that, and it still does not come 
up to the per-pupil average. 

I'll pause for a while if you guys want to move around. 

Senator Wellstone. I'll let your distinguished Senator chair. 

Mr. Bordeaux. Senator Daschle, I was just going through my tes- 
timony very briefly, and right before you came we introduced 
some students from South Dakota. Robert Moore helped us bring 
them over here from the Close Up group. So they're in attendance. 

Now Td like to go to the third page of my testimony, and what 1 
attempted to do is look specifically at Tiospa Zina Tribal School 



14 



and report to you the actual number of students and number of 
staff and some of the problems that weVe had to deal with leading 
into this year, next year, and the year afterwards. The bottom line 
is because v/e were able to do some forecasting, we had to eliminate 
10 staff positions for this school year before school started, which is 
approximately $100,000 or so. Those schools that were not able to 
do the forecasting had to do some of the RIFs and all this other 
stuff during the school year. So we were fortunate enough to elimi- 
nate 10 staff positions last year before this school year started. So 
far for next year, we have eliminated two staff positions, and at the 
same time, our projection is not only based on actual enrollments 
this year and going into the next school year, but we are anticipat- 
ing approximately a 15-percent increase in enrollment over that 3- 
year period. So it's really difficult to try to do any planning at all, 
let alone trying to figure out projections of what OIEP is telling us. 

That's the extent of the prepared testimony. I do have a lot of 
attachments that Fd like to have you reference, to take a look at, 
which are attached there. I'll go through them real quickly. 

The first one is a 3-page rationale for a new system of generating 
a dollar figure per weighted student which would be equal to or 
similar to the per-pupil expenditure or revenue. We have been re- 
quested by the Department of Education and also the Senate Select 
Committee on Indian Affairs and House Committee on Education 
and Labor to start looking at educational amendments which will 
be up for elenientary and secondary, as you know, in the next Con- 
gress, and we're going to figure this out and fine tune it so that 
Congress knows and everybody knows that this is what the schools 
should be getting on the top and then work down from there. And 
then if the Bureau or 0MB or somebody says, "Sorry, folks, we 
don't have enough money," everybody will know up front. So this 
is the first draft of an equalization revenue formula that we're 
going to keep refining and hopefully convince other people that it's 
something to take a look at. 

I know that the next document — initially the Bureau has always 
admitted over the last few months that there was not a shortfall, 
and now they're starting to admit that there is a shortfall, but 
there is a document signed by Mr. Parisian, who is Lhe Director of 
OIEP, where he specifically says that they did not want to hand 
out any junior or senior high equipment money because of project- 
ed shortfalls in ISEP funding. So it's just an additional document 
to prove that the Bureau does indeed admit to the schools that 
there are shortfalls in ISEP. 

The next three documents — the first two are fund distribution 
documents where the Bureau has taken money from one category 
and spent it for something else because of shortfalls or their antici- 
pated immediate needs as oppo.:ied to long-term needs. The third 
fund distribution document is one that we received this week for 
the administrative cost formula. As everybody knows, they were 
only initially able to fund 78 percent of the needed amount in the 
formula. Looking at this document, it appears that they're using 
next year's money to fund this year's expenses. You know, I'm not 
100 percent sure, but the way I read this, they're using next year's 
dollars to cover this year's expenses, and what's going to happen is 
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it's going to take money from next year's, so we'll have to use the 
year after that, and all this other stuff. 

The next document is a listing of all currently available dollars 
that have not been distributed, by program, and as of right now, 
there's $3.6 million that has not been distributed yet, and I think 
the more important thing is that in the long run — I'm sure Carmen 
is going to cover this, but in the long run, if all of this stuff is not 
worked out by the end of June and the stuff is not distributed and 
it's not properly put in its place, it's going to end up that some of 
these categories may end up having money left, and the only 
reason is that the Bureau didn't distribute the dollars. 

The last document is an illustration of a comparison of the 
Indian school equalization funding over the last 6 or 7 years and 
into the next few years, which clearly shows that there is a wide 
disparity between ISEP increases and national per-pupil expendi- 
tures, actual costs over that same time period and projected costs. 
And then those two figures— the figure I got on national per-pupil 
expenditures came from the Department of Education, their Na- 
tional Center of Educational Statistics, and the ISEP figures came 
from the Bureau's own budget justifications over the next few 
years. 

I think that I only have one recommendation. I've been working 
in tribally controlled schools since 1974 as a teacher and adminis- 
trator, and it took me nearly 18. years to finally be convinced that 
tUe BIA and their budgeting process and system doesn't work. I 
would highly recommend that we figure out either a new agency or 
a different agency to be the one responsible for telling Congress ex- 
actly how much money schools need. 

That would conclude my testimony now, and I'm more than will- 
ing to answer any questions later on. Thank you. 

[Prepared statement of Mr. Bordeaux appears in appendix,] 

Senator Daschle [assuming Chair]. Thank you, Dr. Bordeaux. 

Our next witness is Mr. Kerkmans. 

STATEMENT OF MARCEL KERKMANS, ALAMO NAVAJO SCHOOL, 
MAGDALENA, NM, REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL INDIAN EDU- 
CATION ASSOCIATION 
Mr. Kerkmans. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I'm here representing NIEA, and also I believe Fll be represent- 
ing Lorena Bahe, the lady at the end of your list there, who was 
not able to attend this conference. I also belong to ANCCSB. 

There are some things that I have submitted in testimony, and I 
would like to be as brief as possible. 

Mr. Christie has identified that there was a 25-percent increase 
since 1988 for Bureau-funded schools. Fd like to point out that 
Eddie Brown's letter to Chairman Inouye indicates that $35 million 
is the cost alone for the Department of Defense increase. So in fact, 
since 1988 we've only had a $5-million increase. Given also in 1988 
the gifted and talented programs for junior high school and other 
programs involved, the cumulative effect of those costs for 5 years 
is another $30 million. In effect, we have not had a 25-percent in- 
crease. In fact, since 1988 we've had a 20-percent decrease in the 
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amount of funding available, and I would like for you to review 
that. 

There's one important factor that I think we should all look at, 
and that is the ISEP formula currently is a distributive formula. It 
does not generate the need for schools, it only distributes the 
money that Congress has appropriated, and that's part of the prob- 
lem with the formula. 

The other comments that he's made that kind of concern me are 
that he said that there's only 41,817 students. By their own budget 
records, it was 43,328 students, a 2.5-percent increase, and since 
1988 we've had a 10-percent increase in the number of students in 
the Bureau-funded system. We have not been basically paid for 
those. 

He indicates in his testimony also that there are flow-through 
funds to take care of additional problems, and I'd like to remind 
the committee that flow-through funds are supplemental programs 
from the Department of Education. These funds cannot cover basic 
service. It would be illegal to use those funds to cover the basic 
service. Consequently, it helps, but it doesn't help to cover the basic 
service cost. 

He also made some comments about the ISEP task force and the 
recommendations for the ISEP task force. The task force would not 
recommend changing the formula unless it was funded appropri- 
ately. The recommendation from the ISEP task force was to fund it 
at $3,499 for school year 1993-94. We have not seen that request 
come through. And we also recommended, because I was on that 
task force, that every year afterwards, once that funding was avail- 
able, we would be able to review to see if it was equitably distribut- 
ed. So he's incorrect in his statement that the ISEP task force rec- 
ommended that. They recommended it only if they increased the 
funding. 

There are several other points I'm sure I could go through, but 
I'd like to be as brief as possible. 

NIEA/ANCCSB knows that there is a $4.7-million shortfall in 
administrative costs this year, minimally a $5.6-million shortfall in 
administrative costs next year, and an $8.2-million shortfall in ad- 
ministrative costs in school year 1993-94. ISEP school funding for 
next year is going to be $27 million short of appropriations, and the 
following year it's going to be $35 million short of appropriations if 
you just use the basic concept of the DOD increases that need to be 
continued and a cost of living increase. That's the situation. 

I'd like to thank the committee for hearing us, and I'd like to 
turn it over to Carmen. 

[Prepared statement of Mr. Kerkmans appears in appendix.] 

Senator Daschle. Thank you, Mr. Kerkmans. 

Our final witness is Ms. Carmen Cornelius Taylor. 

Ms. Taylor, we'll take your testimony at this time. 

STATEMENT OF CARMEN CORNELIUS TAYLOR, EXECUTIVE DI- 
RECTOR, NATIONAL INDIAN SCHOOL BOARD ASSOCIATION, AL- 
BUQUERQUE, NM 

Ms. Taylor. On behalf of the National Indian School Board Asso- 
ciation, I, too, would like to thank both committees for conducting 
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this hearing and for giving us an opportunity to express our con- 
cerns today. 

I guess one of my most immediate concerns is that — or just a 
comment really that I want to make. The ISEP working committee 
which produced a report, that committee was actually commis- 
sioned by the Office of Indian Education Programs. They spent 1 
year long in collecting the information and putting the report to- 
gether, and they also put it out for consultation. The consultation 
was all supportive, and in the summary that was put out regarding 
that consultation effort, it does mention that people were support- 
ive of that consultation iUm. And it just really concerns me that in 
any budget justifications or budget requests that have been made 
by the Office of Indian Education Programs, they have not even 
mentioned this report and the recommendations that came out of 
the report. 

When we deliberated many yeers ago over some of the things 
that we would like t^ :;ee included in the statutory changes in ele- 
mentary and secondary education, we felt very strongly about a 
number of things, including teacher pay raises, increased local con- 
trol, and forward funding, and in fact we feel that although we 
now have those things, the implementation has not gone smoothly, 
and we feel like the intent of those has been very much compro- 
mised in the implementation process, 

I want to talk just a little bit about the monitoring and evalua- 
tion of schools, tiecause I think there are some things that come 
out of that process that relate very much to what we're talking 
about, Fve had an opportunity over the last 2 years to either be a 
team member or a team leader in the monitoring and evaluation 
visits that are being made by the Office of Indian Education Pro- 
grams^ and I have been very impressed with what I have seen 
going on in the schools, I think that our schools are doing a lot 
with a little. Not just dollars, but support and other resources. 

We make recommendations about various deficiencies or weak- 
nesses that need to be addressed in each of these visits. We con- 
stantly are seeing the same things recurring in many schools. 
We're seeing the lack of counselors, we're seeing the lack of librar- 
ians, we're seeinjj lack of extracurricular activities and other pro- 
grams, like physical education, music, fine arts, and computer liter- 
acy, and we can say that throwing dollars at education isn't going 
to solve all the problems, but I can't think of any other way to help 
address those deficiencies other than appropriating additional dol- 
lars. 

In some of the questions that were submitted by the committee 
for response by the Office of Indian Education Programs, there 
were some questions that addressed the off-reservation boarding 
schools, and I want to take just 1 minute to talk about those. 

One of the answers given by the Office of Indian Education Pro- 
grams said that simply allocating more funds at the schools is not 
the answer until the schools can implement a program to meet stu- 
dent needs. Unfortunately, they're not going to be able to imple- 
ment a program that can meet student needs until there are addi- 
tional dollars. Since about 1980 or possibly even before, there have 
been numerous studies regarding the off-reservation boarding 
schools and the types of students that they serve and the kinds of 
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programs that they're going to need. The boarding schools have 
been, in recent years, attempting to get a different kind of funding 
pattern for their schools so that they can better address the needs 
of their children. I want to just give one example from one of the 
off-reservation boarding schools about the kind of stadents that 
they have, because I think it's significant. 

Approximated 62 percent of the students exceeded the depres- 
sion screening threshold of 16 or greater total score. Approximately 
73 percent of the students exceeded the drinking threshold screen- 
ing score composed of questions related to frequency, pattern, 
amount, and severity of drinking behaviors. Approximately 42 per- 
cent of the students exceeded the drug threshold screening score 
composed of questions relating to frequency, pattern, amount, and 
severity of drug use behaviors. And approximately 32 percent of 
the students reported thoughts about suicide that would be consid- 
ered clinically significant. 

Many of these students are court-ordered into the off-reservation 
boarding school situations, and they come from very dysfunctional 
settings where social and family issues are epidemic. That there's 
extreme violence, alcohol and drug abuse, physical and mental and 
sexual abuse now seems to be the norm in many of these students' 
families. So I don't think that you can say that the off-reservation 
boarding schools have to show that they can provide a program to 
meet these needs and that they're not going to get additional funds 
until that time. They need the additional funds in order to be able 
to provide those programs. 

I think that unless we can provide some additional funding to 
these schools, we're going to continue to report these same deficien- 
cies year after year. By their own admission, the bilingual program 
reporMng for WSUs have been doubled since 1982, and there have 
also been significant increases in the intense residential guidance 
and the gifted and talented, but the estimates that OIEP submits 
in their budget justifications do not reflect this. 

We've had a number of schools this year, in information that I've 
collected, who have said that due to the DOD pay increases, they're 
now paying out anywhere between 90 and 97 percent to personnel 
costs. This leaves nothing to spend on students and other needs for 
staff. 

Some of the schools that we surveyed also said that they've been 
able to maintain only because they've had an increased enrollment. 
Now, all that has done is kind of kept their budgets even, but that 
doesn't give them additional dollars to meet the needs of those ad- 
ditional students that they have in their schools. 

Our schools have been told to try to live within their budgets, 
and this has meant going through reductions in force in their com- 
munities. Some schools have gone through two reductions-in-force 
actions this year. They've also cut back on the number of hours 
that their staff has worked. I think the reduction in force not only 
means lower employment. Often times the first people to be RIF'd 
are our community people, people from our communities who are 
in teaching assistant and aide positions in the communities. But 
RIFs have other adverse effects. It influences the confidence level 
in the school by the community. Often times it has an impact on 
enrollment for the following year. And it also hurts recruitment ef- 
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forts by schools. Our schools have a difficult enough time with re- 
cruitment often times because of isolation, lack of housing, and 
other factors. So we have to make sure that recruitment efforts are 
not hurt. 

Dr. Bordeaux mentioned earlier about some of the dollars that 
haven't been distributed, and I would just like to mention that now 
that our schools' year actually ends June 30, the financial system 
for the Bureau actually is going to begin shutting down for them. 
There are still dollars to be distributed, and it concerns us that by 
the time those dollars actually get out, it may be too late for them 
to expend them. It will mean, then, that they will have dollars left 
unobligated at the end of the year, and then they can say, "Well, 
gee, the schools couldn't even spend what they had last year. Why 
do they need more?" So that is a real concern of ours regarding the 
dollars that have not yet been expended. 

I've given in my testimony some examples of the shortfalls and 
some of the things that have happened or actions that schools have 
taken to try to deal with the shortfalls that they've experienced 
this year. We were hopeful that this transition year in forward 
funding would be the worst of it, but as we look at the next coming 
year, the one that begins July 1, 1992, and the one after that, it 
unfortunately looks as though it's not going to get better. 

Dr. Bordeaux also mentioned the robbing-Peter-to-pay-Paul kind 
of an idea that seems to be going on to try to make up for short- 
falls. In the questions answered by OIEP as well as some discus- 
sions at the line officers meeting recently held in Albuquerque, 
they talked about using some of the ISEP adjustments to make up 
for the shortfall, and I just want to mention that one of those ISEP 
adjustments is effective schools. « « « j 

I've been involved with effective schools since OIEP mitiated 
that program 4 years ago, and it has not been a large amount of 
money, but it has had a significant impact in trying to help schools 
guide their school improvement efforts and we've seen some very 
positive things come out of that. It has been called a major initia- 
tive by OIEP in spite of the small amount of dollars that have gone 
into it, and I guess I would just like to say that although I think 
the most important thing that we're discussing here is a solid, 
stable base of funding, I would hate to see without some advance 
notice that dollars were taken from that initiative to try to make 
up for a shortfall, especially since this year OIEP did send out a 
request for self-nominations for schools to participate in effective 
schools for the 1992-93 cycle, and schools have been selected and 
notified that they will be able to participate in that during the 
next school year. I think some advance notice needs to be provided 
before those dollars are used for other programs. 

I would like to just also say for the record that I support the rec- 
ommendation that Dr. Bordeaux has made regarding trying to de- 
termine another mechanism for our budgets to be made, and I also 
support the various comments and testimony that have been sub- 
mitted for the record by my colleagues. 

Once again, thank you for the opportunity to share our concerns 
today. . ... 

[Prepared statement of Ms. Taylor appears m appendix.] 
Senator Daschle. Thank you, Ms. Taylor. 
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I'm going to be asking Mr. Christie for his response to many of 
these comments, because I think that, as he's clearly heard, there's 
a tremendous amount of dissatisfaction, concern, skepticism — Fd go 
so far as to say cynicism — about the current set of circumstances, 
how we've gotten to this point, and how we're going to find our 
way out. But prior to that, let me ask Mr. Pastor for his comments 
and questions. 

Mr. Pastor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

From what I've heard and what I've read, would I be wrong in 
assuming, Mr. Christie, that the President, Secretary Lujan, Secre- 
tary Alexander, and my good friend Ed Brown basically believe 
that Native American children should have educational opportuni- 
ties that equal all American children in public schools? 

Mr. Christie. The Administration believes in quality education 
for all children, including Indian children. 

Mr. Pastor. So I'm assuoiing that that statement means that 
BIA also has the expectation that they'll provide equal opportuni- 
tie: in education for its Native American children as well as all 
American children, those that are in public schools especially. 

Mr. Christie. Our mission statement speaks to quality education 
for Indian children as our primary mission. 

Mr. Pastor. And I would assume that you believe in that also. 

Mr. Christie. Yes, sir; I do. 

Mr. Pastor. In your statement, you talk about, the fact, that in 
practice, the BIA is only concerned with determining the minimum 
amount of funds necessary to sustain Bureau-funded schools. Am I 
correct in assuming that that is the objective, to just determine the 
minimum amount? 

Mr. Christie, As one of the witnesses spoke to earlier, the formu- 
la is a distribution formula. It is not a need formula. So it only dis- 
tributes the amount of money that is appropriated between the 
schools based on the type of students. So it is not a formula that 
determines need, it is a formula that distributes the dollars appro- 
priated. 

Mr. Pastor, Okay. In determining the amount of appropriation 
that you're going to request for the education of Native American 
children, how do you go about it? Do you go for just the minimum, 
or do you request what the children are realistically going to need? 
How do you do it, Mr. Christie? 

Mr. Christie, The traditional way that the Bureau has done it 
over the last 3 years — and that's what I will speak to, over the last 
3 years — is that we've gone down with the formulation packages 
based upon the Presidential request as the planning target figure, 
and we've asked our line officers to take that information and sit 
down with school boards and have the school boards prioritize all 
of the education programs, and then, based on that prioritization, 
meet with the school boards, meet with the agency school board 
and meet with the tribes, get their input and their recommended 
funding levels, and then we bring the line officers in and have a 
meeting with them — as a matter of fact, we concluded a meeting 
with them for the 1994 process about 2 weeks ago — and then we sit 
down with them and go through the prioritization and work with 
them to help us determine what the recommended funding levels 
will be. We then take that information, bring it back in and meet 
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with the total Bureau, of which we're a part, and then we sit down 
with the Deputy Commissioner and the Assistant Secretary and we 
go through with them what our recommendations are and what 
our formulation process has brought to life. 

One of the major problems that we have in the process is the 
forecasting of what the WSU amounts are going to be. Now, over 
the last 2 or 3 years, we've done a good job in estimating the en- 
rollment increase, but the enrollment increase is just a small part 
of the overall increase of WSUs. 

To give you an example, what weVe found is that in just the 
gifted and talented WSUs, in doing our analysis for the coming 
year, we found that there was a 40-percent increase in the number 
of gifted and talented WSUs. This is existing students, not new stu- 
dents. When we estimate new students, we give them a weight of 
1.75. But existing students within the system who, 1 year ago, 
weren't in the gifted and talented or weren't handicapped or 
weren't in bilingual, those WSUs are beginning to increase by 
large amounts — 15 percent in one case, 40 percent in another case, 
8 percent in another case — and this increase internally, with our 
present students, is extremely difficult to project. And as a result, 
our WSU numbers change from the point of formulation, which is 
already approximately 2 years in front of the appropriation, and 
now with forward funding, that extends that another 6 months 
before our funding actually becomes available. 

So what we've done is, instead of shortening the planning process 
with the forward funding— which we agree with, we do need July 
to June funding— but when, for instance, 1993 is still working its 
way through, that money will become available for the general BIA 
in October of this year. It will become available for our use in July 
of next year. So instead of shortening the planning process, we've 
actually lengthened that planning process, thereby creating a 
larger planning window for the WSUs to fluctuate. 

Mr. Pastor. In response to one of the questions, you admit that 
one of the major problems is the current process for determining 
student enrollment, ard you go on to sav, "A better approach 
would have the doUai- roUow the students.' What do you mean by 
that? 

Mr. Christie. Well, what we're talking about there is that, for 
instance, in our off-reservation boarding schools, we have a count 
once a year, so when we get ready to allocate the fiscal year 1992 
funds for school year 1992-93, which is the funds that will become 
available July 1 of this year, we'll allocate 85 percent based upon 
last year's enrollment and based upon that WSU amount. We then 
will go through and do a certification of actual students in the 
school in September. That, then, will give us the actual number of 
students in school and the actual number of WSUs, and then we 
will make an adjustment. Now, that's a one-time count each year, 
and that will occur in September. 

If the historical trends hold up, the day after count week the off- 
reservation boarding schools will start to have a loss of students, 
and sometimes that can go as high as 34, and according to when 
you take your next inventory— for instance, this year we took our 
student count in September at one of our off-reservation boarding 
schools, and they had 344 students during count week. When we 
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went out in May to check the number of students that they cur- 
rently have enrolled, they had 180 students enrolled. So they had a 
loss of 48 percent of their students, but they kept all of the money. 

Now, Standing Rock in North Dakota had an increase beginning 
after count week. They increased over 22 percent in the number of 
students that came to those schools. Some of those students came 
from off-reservation boarding schools, and part of those students 
came from being expelled or lost out of the public school system. 
But none of those students that came and comprised that 22~per- 
cent increase brought a penny with them. So that further put a 
problem with the school receiving those kids, but at the same time 
giving excess funds or possibly exceeds funds — I don't want to de- 
clare anything excess — possibly creating a larger per-pupil amount 
at the losing off-reservation boarding schools. 

Mr. Pastor. A few more questions. Dr. Bordeaux brings forth the 
example that, even if the money were to follow a student, it does 
not match the amount of money that a public school attendee is 
receiving. Would you like to respond to that? 

Mr. Christie. Well, historically, our biggest problem internally 
and externally is just the opposite in that people have come to us 
saying that weVe actually overfunding students compared to 
States, and we just recently undertook a study that was internally 
mandated to look at comparing BIA schools with public schools. We 
tried to make sure that when you look at those students and com- 
pare per pupil expenditures and compare achievement scores, you 
actually begin to compare Indians to Indians and not Indians to the 
non~Indian population with a few Indians in their statistical analy- 
sis. We also have to be assured in those types of studies that we're 
making comparisons of actual cost to the dormitv ♦'y and have taken 
into consideration capital outlays and facilities U&M. 

So when you do that, you find that it's extremely hard to make 
those types of comparisons, especially because there's not very 
many public schools that keep by-school information. Like on 
Navajo, we have public schools that have comparable elementary 
modules out there, but when you go to the school district and you 
ask them, "Can we get the information for your elementary unit 
over there?," they say, **Well, we don't keep it by that elementary 
unit, we only keep it by the total school," and then they aggregate 
all the cost and that data together. So it makes it extremely diffi- 
cult to make comparisons. 

So I haven't seen Dr. Bordeaux's information. I would have to 
see it and I'd have to analyze it. But the cost of educating Bureau 
kids in Bureau schools that are normally small schools — the major- 
ity of our schools are small schools — we know that those costs are 
more to educate in small units with small numbers of students 
than it is to reach economies of scale. So it does not surprise me 
nor would I be surprised that our cost should be higher than com- 
parable public schools. 

Mr. Pastor. As I tried to listen to your response, you equated 
money spent to academic success, and I don't know how you bring 
them together. And you compared the Native American student 
academic achievement with the American student. How do you 
relate academic achievement with the dollars? How did you get 
into that discussion? 
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Mr. Christie. I hope I didn't. 
Mr. Pastor. Well, you did. 

Mr. Christie. What I was trying to say is that when you do a 
comparison, one of the analyses that, in our estimation, we thought 
was trying to be made was to compare our academic scores versus 
the public schools, and we have no problem in making that com- 
parison, as long as our Indian kids are being compared to other 
Indian kids in the public school system. And that was the point I 
was trying to make. 

I don't think there's any educational research that shows that 
there's a direct relationship between the amount of money you 
spend on a kid and the academic scores. But our objective in Indian 
education is to make sure that our Indian children are given a 
quality education, and our stated goal is to reach, within our 
schools, the 50th percentile by the year 2000. And while that does 
not necessarily equate to dollars, if you're underfunding and you're 
not providing a quality education, then we're not going to reach 
that goal. 

Mr. Pastor. I heard today that there's an admission now that 
we're $14 million in the hole. I heard at least four people who are 
leaders in their area say that there are problems in the way the 
system works. And the past is something that we look at to learn. I 
would ask you, since all of us have the same objective to make sure 
that Native American children have equal access and equal educa- 
tion, what would you suggest to us that would improve the funding 
of these schools, make it more realistic? 

Mr. Christie. Well, first of all, let's talk a little bit about the $14 
million amount that's passed around. Again, I get back to the prob- 
lem of the WSU. The amount that they're talking about, I think, is 
$2,708 in fiscal year 1991, and based on those WSUs and with the 
amount of increase that we put in, if everything was held constant, 
then the $2,708 could be achieved. However, because of the in- 
crease of the internal WSUs, that then brings us up to a number of 
WSUs that, when you divide into the appropriated amount, results 
in an amount for this projected school year of $2,667. Part of that 
$2,667 is going to result in some schools, if their WSUs have gone 
up, not taking any decrease. 

Now, if you take the WSUs and say, "Lcok, here's what the WSU 
amount was at the last count and here's the same WSUs under the 
$2,667" and you make those straight-across comparisons, there may 
be a $63,000 shortfall for Mr. Bordeaux's school. But what we don't 
know is what that final V/SU count is going to be in September. 
Now, it's possible that he could maintain exactly the same number 
of kids, but the WSU numbers change, and that they actually will 
get more dollars based on the increase in WSUs with the same stu- 
dents than he got last year. And when you look at that, we have 
something like — I've seen the comparison chart that they have, 
and what it shows is that there are about 1,600 WSUs that will 
have to be distributed, which is equal to about $4 million. Where 
those are going to go, we don't know, because all we have is last 
year's count. But those WSUs are going to be distributed some- 
where within the system, and some of those schools are either 
going to suffer a larger deficit because they're not going to get all 
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of those WSUs, or some of them are going to get those WSUs and 
actually end up with a little bit more money. 

I would be hard pressed to tell you what the answer is. In trying 
to plan for the 1994 targets, we see — and I know I'm speaking out 
of turn here — 

Mr. Pastor. Out of school? 

Mr. Christie. Yes; out of school [Laughter.] 

But there's a possibility with everjrthing that's coming down that 
we may have a 5,000 WSU swing. We're going to have to go back 
and again verify those types of indicators, but that's the real prob- 
lem, the swing of the WSUs. And then that exacerbates the prob- 
lem that I'm sure you'll talk to us here in the very near future 
about, administrative cost support. When you take the swings in 
WSUs and then yoo take the direct cost base fluctuations that 
we're encountering, you can get enormous swings between the time 
that we go forward asking for dollars to the time that we actually 
distribute. 

Mr. Pastor. One more. The formula is a distribution formula. 

Mr. Christie. That's correct. It's not a need formula. 

Mr. Pastor. It's not a need formula. How can we get a handle on 
getting a more realistic determination of what the need is going to 
be? Maybe that's the problem. What can we do to get a better 
budget that is realistic and meets the need? 

Mr. Christie. First of all, I would call your attention to the fact 
that during the time that Ed Parisian has been here, one of the 
things that we have been able to do is to start to compile our 
annual reports and send them forward to Congress. Part of that 
report is the Standards and Compliance Report. When we sent the 
Standards and Compliance Report forward last year, we revamped 
that system to also try to capture costs of bringing those schools 
into compliance. One of the cost factors in there equates to a little 
bit over $14 million, and that is the amount estimated coming up 
through that system of what it would take to bring those schools 
into compliance. 

We utilize that report in trying to move forward through our 
budget formulation system to try to forecast need. That's not a true 
need system, either, and one of the deficiencies of that report is 
that if, by some chance, that e mount of dollars were appropriated, 
we would have to distribute Dack through the ISEP system. So 
those schools that were not in compliance that needed the dollars 
to get in compliance would share in a portion of those funds but 
would not receive the totality of those funds. And so as a result of 
that, it would be something analogous to what happened in teacher 
pay, that once we get the dollars, it has to be distributed by statute 
through the ISEP system, and those schools that.don't need the ad- 
ditional dollars to meet complian^o or to meet the teacher pay 
raise get a portion of those funds, just as the schools that do need it 
get only a portion. 

So the only way that you would be able to provide those funds 
directly to the schools that need them would be to find a method of 
holding those out of ISEP, but I think we would need a statutory 
change to have the authority to do that. 

Mr. Pastor. The Chairman has been very patient, and I promise 
this will be my last question. 
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Dr. Bordeaux and another witness brought up the fear that the 
approximately $3.6 million that are in the budget will not get out 
in June, since we're already in mid-May, and also the fear that 
we're expending this year's dollars for next year's programs. Could 
you respond to that, please? 

Mr. Christie. Yes, sir; let me add one other thing to what we 
said. By statute, before we can make any change, we're going to 
have to go out and consult. So even if we could come up with a rec- 
ommended way of alleviating the problem, we would need to go out 
and consult. We'd set up a formal consultation process, but that 
process would take us a period of time to do. Our next consulta- 
tions are scheduled for July, so the next one we could get into 
would be next January, and then we would have to change the reg- 
ulations, which would probably take us somewhere around 18 
months. So we would be talking almost 2 school years away before 
we could make adjustments, even if we knew them today. 

In terms of the dollars, when the dollars were forward funded, 
not all appropriations v/ere forward funded. The Congress did — cor- 
rectly, in my estimation — separate out facilities O&M moneys and 
appropriated, based upon the best data available, 80 percent of the 
facilities O&M money over into the education category. It's going 
to take me a while to get your answer, but I will get to it. When we 
went back and looked at the actual number of buildings, that total 
actually came out to be 81.5 percent as the education share. 

Additionally, those O&M funds, through the formula that we — 
because this is the first time we've had control of those funds this 
year and OCM has had control historically, and then those funds 
were distributed through the noneducation portion of the BIA, so 
this is the first time we've had an ability to influence those funds. 
Those funds were funded on a 180-day school year. Well, in actual- 
ity, our normal school year contract is 215 days, plus we have 
people in those school buildings year round where we don't get 
funded. 

Now, the $3.6 million that they're talking about, $3.2 million of 
that is facilities O&M money. That money is not appropriated on a 
forward funded basis. That year does not end in June, it ends next 
October. Additionally, that $3 million is part of the O&M formula 
for major equipment, and we had a meeting 2 weeks ago in Albu- 
querque with the Office of Construction Management, who still has 
the day-to-day operational control of Facilities Management Con- 
struction Office, which oversees the FACCOM system, and we have 
agreed on how the major equipment money will be disbursed, and 
for the first time, through this agreement, we went out to the 
schools and to the local agencies asking them to submit applica- 
tions so that we can actually meet major equipment needs. 

So $3.2 million of that is facilities O&M money, which is major 
equipment and therefore is not a part of the ISEP Program, and 
this is, like I said, the first year that those funds were appropriated 
into education, and I think that we're doing a good job in tracking 
those dollars down. But those will be disbursed very shortly, be- 
cause we have agreed upon what those will go out for. 

Mr. Pastor. Mr. Chairman, I'd like to thank Mr. Christie and 
the rest of the panel members for their invaluable information, 
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and I'll take the liberty of submitting some written questions to 
you, and hopefully we'll continue the dialog. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your patience. 

Senator Daschle. Thank you, Mr. Pastor. 

Mr. Christie, I have to apologize. I don't • understand your last 
answer. I don't think Mr. Pastor got an answer, and I frankly 
would like to pursue that just to begin. 

Let me just be as direct in my question as I can. Are you using 
next year's moneys to offset this year's shortfall? 

Mr. Christie. No, sir. 

Senator Daschle. None whatsoever? 

Mr. Christie. Not in ISEP, not at all. We've got $3.2 million in 
O&M— 

Senator Daschle. Where's the money going to come from, then? 
Mr. Christie. For the shortfall for the year that ends this year? 
Senator Daschle. That's right. 

Mr. Christie. There are no funds to meet the shortfall. Even if 
we had funds, there would be no way to get those funds out to get 
them obligated prior to the school year ending June 30. 

Senator Daschle. Why? 

Mr. Christie. Because the finance system — for two reasons. One 
is that the only way that you could get those funds would be to 
make purchases, and we don't control the administrative support 
side of the House. They have instituted what they call a fourth- 
quarter shutdown in terms of procurements, and so we would not 
be able to obligate those funds for any procurements. The schools 
have already been given directives early in the year to conduct 
whatever they need to do in terms of getting their salaries and 
their costs down to live within the dollars. Those RIFs have for the 
most part already been done, and so even if there were funds, 
which there are not — as I said, the $3.6 million, as far as I'm 
aware, consists of $3.2 million in facilities O&M and $365,000 in 
element 10, and neither one of those funds are appropriated as a 
forward funding amount. Neither one of those end on June 30. 
They all end September 30. Not June 30, but September 30. 

The $365,000 that's there in element 10 is to pay for the continu- 
ing cost of the reductions that we took based on the $1.65 million 
reduction where we had to close some of the area offices in order to 
provide more focus on the agencies. Wv have continuing severance 
costs that have run last year and are running into this year, and 
those funds are to cover those deficiencies, and if any of those 
funds are left over, they go out to the line offices. 

So that takes care of almost $3.6 million there. So I don't under- 
stand where the amount is that they're claiming is still in reserve, 
because there are no ISEP dollars in reserve. 

Senator Daschle. Does anybody want to respond to that? 

Dr. Bordeaux. 

Mr. Bordeaux. I certainly would like to. The discussion I had 
earlier in regard to using next year's money for this year's ex- 
penses is in administrative cost grants. It may be true thv^t they 
are not using next year's money to fund shortfalls in ISEP, but ac- 
cording to the fund distribution document that is part of my testi- 
mony, it says specifically in there — it's underlined and it says "Im- 
portant" in front of it — ''The funds distributed by this document 
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are BFY 92 funds, not BFYs 91-92. The funds must be obligated as 
BFY 1992 funds." 

Senator Daschle. How do you answer that, Mr. Christie? That 
seems to be pretty up front, pretty straightforward, and a direct 
contradiction to what youVe just said. 

Mr. Christie. Well, it^s not a contradiction, because what I said 
was that Fm not aware of any ISEP funds available and that 
there's nothing that we've done in ISEP funds. 

Senator Daschle. Are you an attorney? 

Mr. Christie. No, sir; I am not. 

Senator Daschle. Thxat's like an attorney's answer if Fve ever 
heard one. I mean, basically what you're saying is that we are 
using funds for fiscal year 1992, we're just not going to use these 
very delineated ISEP funds to accomplish what we've got to get the 
job done. That's what I hear being said here. 

Mr. Christie. What we have here is a budget outlay for fiscal 
year 1992. The appropriated amount was something like $248 mil- 
lion. The outlay for 1992 is $245 million, leaving $3.6 million. Now, 
we could either have used that in 1991-92 or we could defer that 
and use that as an actual outlay in 1992-93. So the decision was 
made that since we have a shortfall in administrative cost money 
and that shortfall was somewhere around — our percent of payout 
would have been 79 percent, it was determined to go ahead and use 
those funds to put into the administrative cost fund to bring the 
payout for this year, ending June 30, up to 89 percent. So what we 
did was make that decision to try to get the amount of dollars for 
administrative cost grants up to a level that was somewhere close 
to what we paid out last year. And that was the reason those funds 
were used. 

So they are being used this year. They're being used for adminis- 
trative costs, which we feel is a legitimate and very critical need, 
because we have no other funds to use. And that's what we used 
them for, and what it did was it brought that level of payout for 
administrative cost grants from 79 percent up to 89 percent. Now, 
Fm not here to say that that's adequate, but I think that's a very 
good judicious use of those funds. 

Senator Daschle. Mr. Kerkmans, did you have an additional 
comment you'd make? 

Mr. Kerkmans. Well, I guess maybe I have a little difficulty un- 
derstanding what the appropriations and outlay issue is all about. 
There was a need for administrative cost funds of an additional 
$4.7 million, and I guess what he's suggesting here is that some 
portion of this outlay issue is going to be used to cover that 
amount. I don't know how that works. I don't know how that 
system works, whether it's in one fiscal year or another. All I can 
go with is what we read, and it seems to indicate that moneys that 
were for 1992 or for the next school year are going to be used to 
spend this money. If you understand the explanation, I hope you 
can explain it to me. I don't. 

Senator Daschle. Well, I have to tell you, I'm on the Agriculture 
Committee, the Finance Committee, the POW Committee, and I 
have never run across a more convoluted, complicated, inexplicable 
method of financing anything in my life. I mean, for the life of 
me — and I realize this isn't just BIA. Congress itself is responsible 
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in part for the statutes it's laid down. But it is really extraordinari- 
ly difficult to understand, and Td love to see a chart. Frankly, I 
don't think I would like to see a chart, because I don't know if one 
could actually be put on paper to describe what it is you've just 
outlined. It would be impossible. So I can't understand how any- 
body out in the field can understand it. I mean, it's no wonder 
these people are frustrated and extraordinarily concerned about 
the direction this is taking for the future. 

Let me just ask what seems to me a pretty simple question about 
WSUs. How much money is available per WSU this year? 

Mr. Christie. Because of the forward funding, I need to know, 
are we talking about the school year that began in September — 

Senator Daschle. Here we go again. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Christie. Well, again, it gets to the forward funding issue. 
You forward funded the money to be available in October — 

Senator Daschle. Give me your best unconditional answer for an 
entire school year. 

Mr. Christie. Okay. 

Senator Daschle. That's the only way you can look at it is for an 
entire school year. 

Mr. Christie. I agree, but I just want to make sure, again, that 
we're talking the same numbers. For school year 1991-92 — that's 
the school year beginning September 1991 and will end June 30 — 
that includes the forward funding amounts. The forward funding 
amount was $2,374 from October to the end of June based on the 
number of WSUs, which is 72,525. In addition to that, they should 
have come into the year, because we were ending up the fiscal year 
1991 year and we would have been starting the fourth quarter of 
that year in July, so you'd have July, August, and September. Our 
estimate there is that that amount is $490 per WSLF, for a total 
WSU amount of $2,864 that should have been used to fund from 
September 1991 to June 30, 1992 of this year. 

Senator Daschle. So now we've established that it's $2,864 for an 
entire school year, 1991-92. 

Mr. Christie. That's right. 

Senator Daschle. Okay. What is your projection for 1993-94? 
Mr. Christie. Let me answer a different question. You asked 
1993— 

Senator Daschle. No; answer this one, and then we'll go on. 
Mr. Christie. Okay. Well, see, this is the problem with the — see, 
in fiscal year 1992, we still have school year 1992-93, and that's my 
question. Are you talking about that school year, or are you talk- 
ing- 
Senator Daschle. Well, I want 1992-93 and 1993-94. 
Mr. Christie. Okay. In 1992-93, based upon WSU totals that we 
anticipate of 74,576, that will generate a WSU amount of $2,667. 
Senator Daschle. That's 1992-93. 

Mr. Christie. That's correct, and that's of the fiscal year 1992 ap- 
propriation. 
Senator Daschle. And then 1993-94? 

Mr. Christie. In 1993-94 our anticipated WSUs are 75,593, and 
that would give us a per-WSU of $2,727. As you can see, the WSUs 
keep going up, even though we have increased ISEP dollars. When 
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you divide the increase of WSUs against the increase in ISEP, we 
don't necessarily come out with increases per WSU. 

Senator Daschle. Well, you come up with about a 15-percent de- 
crease if you take into account inflation and everything else. So 
that's a substantial reduction from what you've got this year in the 
commitment for ISEP. 

Mr. Christie. Yes, sir. 

Senator Daschle. So how do you explain that? Where are these 
schools supposed to come up with the difference? 

Mr. Christie. In talking to the 1992-93 school year, one of the 
strategies that is being looked at right now is to take the program 
adjustments money, the director's discretionary funds, and to put 
that into ISEP, and that would give us an additional $48 per WSU, 
but that would only bring us up to $2,716. Now, that's $8 higher 
than fiscal year 1991's WSU amount, but it is still below the school 
year 1991-92 amount. But the down side of that is that would, as 
Carmen pointed out, negatively affect the effective schools process, 
and we have a very strong commitment to effective schools because 
it is working. So it puts us in a real dilemma. 

Senator Daschle. Well, if you think you're in a dilemma, I don't 
know how the schools handle it. I mean, you know, going back to 
this current year, it's not only the availability of funding that has 
troubled me all along, but what appears to be a complete break- 
down in communication. The impressi-^n I have— and I'd like your 
response to this, Mr. Christie — the perception I have is that all of 
this was clearly under review last summer, June/July last 
summer. Everyone understood that there were going to be some 
very significant problems in the implementation of this new fund- 
ing formula and a clear understanding of the difficulties in the 
shortage of the availability of funding. Yet the impression I also 
have is that it wasn't until sometime this spring that a lot of 
schools were notified of the consequences of those problems — that 
is, the direct cutback in the funding availability for their particular 
schools. 

Why was there such a long delay in that communication and in a 
better coordination between BIA and the schools themselves? 

Mr. Christie. When the forward funding amounts were derived 
and we got the legislation, one of the first things that we asked was 
for the ability to withhold those funds until October so that the 
schools would not, one, anticipate that this was a windfall, which it 
definitely was not, and would not preobligate those dollars, thereby 
causing a shortfall. 

Senator Daschle. But that's my point, that no effort was made 
to tell the schools the consequences of all of this. 

Mr. Christie. That's incorrect, sir. There was. We met with our 
line officers, we explained the situation to our line officers, we told 
our line officers to go back out and to sit down with those schools 
and to explain to them that this was not a windfall situation. So 
they did go back out. They were instructed to go back out and meet 
with them. We then asked our line officers to get with the schools 
and to start working with the schools to give us some pisDjections as 
to how the impact was going to be and then to come up with con- 
tingency plans on how to live within the appropriated amounts. So 
we did go out, we did alert them. 
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Now, I agree, there has been a breakdown in communication. 
The transition has caused a lot of confusion. It has caused confu- 
sion internally. It's caused confusion externally. But the bottom 
line is that we did go out, we did give instructions, we did ask them 
to come up with contingency plans and to try to get back with us 
so that we could start to see what the ramifications of this was 
going to be. That process all takes time, and by the time we started 
getting the information back in, it turned into early spring or Jan- 
uary — ^February — early spring. 

Senator Daschle. Well, if you told them to do that, why the 
problem? Are you saying to the committee that it was really the 
schools' problem? They were told and they just didn't understand? 
They were not capable of understanding all this complex, bureau- 
cratic rigmarole and, as a result, just ignored what they were being 
told? What happened? 

Mr. Christie. WeJl, there's more than one cause to every prob- 
lem, and as I think you're aware, the BIA has been trying to move 
from its old financial system into its new FFS system. As a result 
of that conversion, our ability to get accurate, timely reports from 
that system is still yet to be realized. So there was that problem in 
terms of getting the dollars in and getting them into the appropri- 
ate accounts, because all the new accounts had to be encoded, our 
people had to learn a whole new coding system, the computer itself 
has not been totally reliable, even to now. 

In addition to that, when we sent out the information through 
the line officers and received feedback, our number of schools that 
responded that they were having a problem was somewiiere around 
60 schools. So our anticipation through that information wasn't 
that it was systemic throughout the system. Now, 60 schools is a 
significant number. I'm not saying that. But there is always more 
than one cause to every problem, sir. 

Senator Daschle. Well, the bottom line is it was more than just 
miscommunication. It was a mixed message about the availability 
of dollars. I mean, you're asking these schools not only to figure 
out how this new forward funding system was going to affect them, 
but buried somewhere in these fine lines was also a message that 
you've got fewer dollars to work with, and I don't know that, at 
least in South Dakota, that was made very clear. The bottom line 
is that in Pine Ridge we've got $250,000 less to work with than we 
had the year before. So they've got two problems they have to con- 
front: First, a substantial reduction in the availability of resources; 
and second, a completely new accounting system with which to re- 
ce ve the resources in the first place. 

Mr. Christie. That's correct. 

Senator Daschle. And now you're telling us that while still faced 
with a fairly significant reduction in resources, there will not be 
this communication breakdown in the next school year. Is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. Christie. We certainly hope that there won't be a continued 
breakdown in the information, sir. I can't guarantee you that there 
won't be, but again, we have met with our line officers, we've in- 
structed them as to what the situation is, we've given them their 
tentative amounts to each of the schools. We still will not have the 
final amounts to be distributed until after we take the count in 
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September, and the final adjustments then will work their way 
through until October, November, December before they*ll get their 
final amounts. So any time that you're adjusting dollar amounts to 
a school into September, October, November, December they're still 
going to have fluctuation changes based upon the final amount of 
dollars that they're going to get, because they won't know that 
until we finish our review of the count week and do the certifica- 
tions. So it's very possible that they won't know their final alloca- 
tions for 1992-93 until sometime in September. 

And if they have substantial reductions, they've already missed 3 
months of the school year, which is only 9 months long, and will 
have to make adjustments within the next 6 months. Now, that is a 
problem, and we are looking at trying to find a way to solve that, 
because ideally what you would do is you would give them a final 
amount in July to run them through the whole school system. 

Senator Daschle. You just said that they've got to make adjust- 
ments within 6 months, but about 10 minutes ago you said that 
your agency couldn't make adjustments for a 2-year period of time, 
2 entire school years before you have to make adjustments. Doesn't 
that seem like a bit of B^double-standard? 

Mr. Christie. Well, what I was talking about there was the 
budget formulation process. 

Senator Daschle. Well, that's what they're talking about. I 
mean, isn't that the budget formulation that you're requiring to be 
altered as a result of the availability of resources? 

Mr. Christie. Well, there's no good way to answer that, sir. The 
fact of the matter is that under the current regulations, we take 
the student count in September. We then have to go out and certify 
that count to make sure that the amount of students and the type 
of students that are being paid for is correct. This is one of the 
issues that led to the $256,000 swing at Pine Ridge. They claimed 
students that they couldn't verify, so when we did the count and 
the certifications, we had to go back in and take that money away 
from them because they weren't eligible for those dollars and redis- 
tribute those dollars to people who were eligible. 

Senator Daschle. Well, I've got a lot of concerns about the effec- 
tiveness of count week to begin with. I really wonder whether 
that's the best way to do this. I don't know if our other witnesses 
have similar concerns, but there's got to be a more accurate way, a 
more definitive way about which to receive more confident figures 
than what we get in count week. I mean, there is a lot riding on 
count week. 

Mr. Christie. Yes; there is. 

Senator Daschle. And frankly, I don't know of any other system 
that does it that way. 

Mr. Christie. Well, we have got out for consultation — as a 
matter of fact, the consultation beginning in July of this year — and 
will take a look at that sj^stem, because we're not happy with it, 
either, sir. And my preference would be some type of a system that 
allows us to give a school the amount of money that it has generat- 
ed in July, and if we are going to count during the school year, 
that we have some adjustment factor that adjusts for increased en- 
rollment or adjusts for decreased enrollment. Our current system 
adjusts for decreased enrollment, but it doesn't adjust for increased 
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enrollment. And so we're very concerned about that, too, and we 
have that out for consultation in July. 

Senator Daschle. Let me just ask Mr. Kerkmans a final ques- 
tion. 

You had mentioned the need for an additional appropriation that 
may be required for the school year July 1 and for fiscal year 1993. 
Could you give us your estimate as to what that appropriation will 
be? 

Mr. Kerkmans. Well, it's in my tables here, but if I remember 
correctly, the amount we need for next school year is an additional 
$27 million for the school year starting July 1. The amount we'll 
need for the school year starting the following July is $35 million. 

Senator Daschle. Did you disagree at all with Mr. Christie's esti- 
mate of the WSU for 1991-92 and 1992-93? 

Mr. Kerkmans. What I did was I based a lot of the calculations — 
and you'll see that on my chart — on the numbers that Mr. Christie 
uses as the WSU, the number of students, basically. 

Senator Daschle. Right. 

Mr. Kerkmans. And what I said was this year we know that 
we — I disagree with him somewhat — I know that we're paying 
$2,834. He says $2,864. I'll defer to him if he wants to make it 
higher. That's what we're pajdng this year, and I basically said 
let's continue on with the DOD increase, let's put some cost of 
living factor into the process, it would create a $27-million increase 
for next year. The following year, again, an 8.5-percent cost of 
living increase in there would create a WSU value of $3,127, which 
would take $35 million additionally. 

Senator Daschle. Are those figures in the ball park, from your 
point of view, Mr. Christie? 

Mr. Christie. Using the basis that I understand that he used, 
which was to take the 1990-91 WSU amount and then include on 
top of that the DOD pay raises and the increase in WSUs, I would 
not argue with his math. 

Senator Daschle. I'm sorry. You what? 

Mr. Christie. I would not argue with his math. 

Senator Daschle. Okay. That's what I thought you said. 

Mr. Kerkmans. I want to hear that again. [Laughter.] 

Senator Daschle. Well, I have nr-Miy other questions that, like 
Congressman Pastor, I will submit tor the record. This hearing has 
gone on longer than I know it was scheduled to, and I appreciate 
very much Mr. Christie's comments, he did the best he could, and 
all of the testimony provided this morning. 

With that, the hearing stands adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 11:37 a.m., the committees were adjourned, to re- 
convene at the call of their respective Chairs.] 
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Additional Material Submitted for the Record 



Prepared Statement of Hon. Tim Johnson, U.S. Representative from South 

Dakota 

I would like to thank the Committees for permitting me to join them today to 
analyze the critically important issue of Indian Student Equalization Program fund- 
ing. I applaud your calling today's hearing 

With respect to the current funding cycle, which began on July 1, 1991 and ends 
on June 30, 1992, the Bureau of Indian Affairs has projected a short-fall in funding 
of between $6.5 and $7 million. This short-fall is not across the board and does not 
reflect a basic inadequacy in ISEP. Rather, it reflects a failure by the BIA to project 
the effect of the transfer of Civil Service employees to the new contract system and 
the site by site effect of this move on certains schools and the failure to request 
sufficient funds for the administrative cost formula. The result of these errors, 
which the Bureau was aware of last fall, is to force individual schools to cut pro- 
grams, lay off teachers, increase class size or short-change critical management as- 
pects in order to meet an artificial Budget amount. The BIA's Office of Indian Edu- 
cation Program's warning that it is not responsible for the problem since "it warned 
people that they would have to live with these figures," falls on unsympathetic ears 
when you consider its lack of timely remedial action and failure to live up to the 
statutory mandate for grants and contract schools. 

The second issue involves FY 1992 and the shortfall in funding to be distributed 
for the next year beginning July 1, 1992. Because of a failure of the BIA to accurate- 
ly project student enrollment and programs in the continuing personnel increase 
costs, the projected short-fall is now in the $12-$ 14 million range, meaning a de- 
creased weighted student unit of one equalling substantially less than $2,700. I find 
this all the more annoying in light of the fact that when the BIA testified before the 
House Appropriations Committee a few months ago, they denied any shortfall. Now, 
the BIA admits to a $14 million short-fall. The results are clear: schools in South 
Dakota and all over the country will fail! 

Such cuts make a mockery of the President's and Secretary Alexander's stated 
goals of educational opportunities for all. The levels of funding requested by the 
Bureau are unconscionable and next week I will address these concerns in more 
detail to the House Appropriations Committee. 

All this leads me to two observations. The first is that I am disheartened to say 
that I have little faith in the BIA's words. The Bureau's lEP office is very much to 
blame for ISEP's problems and as — I have just detailed, its pronouncements relative 
to the Program's health are either misleading or incorrect. The second is that this 
matter leads me to question the BIA's commitment to educating Indian children. If 
the BIA wants to get out of the education business, then they should say so. With 
the prope** amount of notice, I am sure that we could try to fashion an adequate 
substitute with appropriate funding levels. 

(33) 
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Mr. Chairman, I apologize if my words are harsh. I know, however, that schools in 
South Dakota are suffering and the time has come to do something to halt this 
downward spiral. 



Prepared Statement of the National Federation of Federal Employees 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, the National Federation of Fedei'- 
al Employees (NFFE) appreciates the opportunity to submit for the record our views 
on the Bureau of Indian Affairs budgeting process for the Indian School Equaliza- 
tion Program (ISEP) for fiscal years 199M993. The NFFE represents approximately 
10,000 employees of the Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

For too long now, funding for Bureau operated programs has been inadequate and 
the Indian people for whom the programs are designed have suffered. Most recently, 
the budget request of the Office of Indian Education Programs for the implementa- 
tion of the ISEP formula is more than $14 million less than is needed for full imple- 
mentation. Without these funds, many BIA schools, which already operate on a sub- 
standard basis in comparison to their public school counterparts, will be forced to 
lay-off teachers and support staff, forgo the purchase of much needed supplies and 
delay until next year repairs and maintenance of infrastructure. As such, we urge 
the Committee to support the restoration of the $14 million shortfall so that these 
scenarios can be avoided. 

The ISEP formula in use today was initially developed as a temporary means of 
dispensing funds to BIA schools. However, 12 years later, little has been done to 
develop an adequate and permanent mechanism for funding BIA schools. The cur- 
rent formula dispenses funds to schools based upon the number of students in at- 
tendance during a one-week period of the previous year. As a result, not only do the 
budgets of individual schools vary from year to year, but the amounts allocated 
often do not cover the projected expenses. The inadequacies of the ISEP formula 
have resulted in a steady and continued decline in the quality of BIA schools. 

In conclusion, NFFE believes that the ISEP formula has long outlived its useful- 
ness. We recommend to the Committee that the ISEP formula be replaced with Pro- 
gram Funding in order to enable schools to plan their budgets prior to the begin- 
ning of the school year. In this way, funding shortfalls such as the one BIA schools 
are currently facing can be avoided. Until a new funding mechanism is developed, 
however, we further recommend that the $14 million shortfall be immediately re- 
stored so that schools can begin focusing their energies where they really belong — 
on educating Indian children. 
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United States Department of the Interior 

OPPICE or THE SECRETARY 
WASMJNOTON, .... , ^ 



APR 231992 

Honorable D&niel K. Znouye 
ChdlriMnr S*l«c^ CovmLx.t.%m on 

Indian Affair* 
Washington* D.C. 20510-6450 

D«ar Chaiman Inouyat 

Thamic you for your le^^ar of FttbxruAry 13 1 1 9 9 2 1 cune^xmlng 
Ch«atav<a Indian School . y4% •pologi.K* for* Lh« delay In rosponding 
to your lattar. 

Th« Ch*iAAwa Indian School wa« vLCit«d by «n etvaluatlun toaai from 
LhjL* offlutt in Dwcttmber 1990 to arovlew it© piogxomo . W« 
tranamlt:t:«d a copy of th« avaluatlon team'o final report to the 
school. The evaluation of Chamawa Indian School la one of forty 
school avalua Lions coordinated by the Branch of Konitoring and 
Evaluation during th» 1990-91 ochool year, A follow-up visit 
will be dona at Charoawa Indian School during the waoX o£ April 
13, 1592, to determine the prograso made on tho action/school 
Improvaitvent plan which was a rasult of the monitoring done in 
1990, 

The Monitoring and Evaluation Plan la only a recominendatlon for 
•chool improvement. Tha school* ar« expected to davalop a 
school improvement plan locally tu inplement the rocom- 
luaxidationa and to adjust their prioiitiao within their budgets 
accordingly. 

Th'^ following aroourta of tho Indian School Eauallzation Program 
(ISttP) formula funds ware provided to Chemswa Indian school for 
thtt purpose ol paylnq personnel and othar costtf associatad with 
the operation of tha school. 

PY 1989 $2,594,500 
PY 1990 3,015,000 
FT 1591 3,014,800 

Forward Funding 2,501,400 (for nine months) 
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froMf and provided by, «.htt Congress for tihe purpose oC phasing 
In th« additional coflte o£ the D«p«rtynont of D<if cnB« 
T«*ch6r/Couna*Xox pay scaled for all Bureau of Indian Affairs 
(BIA) funded school*. 

Tha ajQOunr li«t:«d abov« r«i£l4»ct: t,he additiional fundfc pfovidad to 
rhe achoo X Cor tihe n«w ca*ch«r /counse lor pay «caXe • Chemavo 
Indian School r«caiv«d aqual treatment In tihe dletribut:lon of 
th«se funds. 

Tha BXA did na^ calculat;« th« Incraasa in tiha £saployoe Benefit 
Cosrs (SBC, at. zhm Icvale which nha** are currently beixv^ paid 
and rhat; ha4 intpactied rhe funding Ixivele. KBC lavela are as 
high as 4 7 percent: in aorae ochools with some employees and a a 
low as 21 percent acroes thw BIA. New awployaeo fall under the 
Federal Eiopluyee Reuirement Syacem (FERS) and tihar ha« alao 
provad expeneive. The bia calculatea an additional $14-0 
nilllon would b© needed to avert diminished pro^^raiao of etudieo 
£or achools- 

When the sc^oo*.' vi::o aaked to report in February 1992, only six 
ff-:nool« ^'epoc'".'-' ^h«y had no plan to otay vfitnin their budget 
Conatrv't' i "^fi t4.:*5 y©ar. The BIA acknowledges that ochoolft did 
not recr.'.e the maximum amount of funding they perceive ae their 
need ^.le amount they could uao; however/ in times of a poor 
?notKy all schools r not Just the BIA ochools, are facing 
crJii'vical dacisi^nji. 

We hope this rcopor-Cs • /our questions. Thank you for your 
continued inturest = • ■■' . .."i Education. 



Sincerely/ 
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STATEMENT OF JOE CHRISTIE, ACTING DIRECTOR, OFHCE OF INDIAN 
EDUCATION PROGRAMS, BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF 
THE INTERIOR, BEFORE THE JOINT OVERSIGHT HEARING OF THE SELECT 
COMMITTEE ON" INDIAN AFFAIRS, UNITED STATES SENATE, AND THE 
EDUCATION AND LABOR COMMITTEE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
ON "BUDGETING FOR THE INDIAN SCHOOL EQUALIZATION PROGRAM, 
FISCAL YEARS 1991-1993^ 

May 13, 1992 

Good Morning, Mr. Chainnaa and Members of the Committee. I am pleased to be here to 
present the views of the Department of the Interior on "Budgeting for the Indian School 
Equalization Program, Fiscal Years 1991-1993". 

We have attached the answers to your previously submitted questions. 

I would like to present a very brief background of the events that led to the establishment 
of the Indian School Equalization Program (ISEP) formula and its implementation in the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) operated schools and contract schools. In 1975, the 
Congress enacted the Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 
450 et seq.). Education was included in the broader scope of the Act which provided for 
and encouraged the contracting of BIA functions by Indian tribes themselves. The long 
term goal set by the Act was to have tribes assume managerial and policy making 
responsibUities. Title XI of the Education Amendments Act of 1978 (25 U.S.C. 2001 et 
seq.), went further in promoting Indian self-determination, declaring in section 1 130 that "it 
shall be the policy of the Bureau, in carrying out the functions of the Bureau, to facilitate 
Indian control of Indian affairs in all matters relating to educatiotL" The 1978 Act also 
required the reorganization of the BIA with respect to the administration of its schools. 
The 12 BIA area offices were removed from a direct administrative role in the BIA 
education system. The Congress instructed that the line of authority nms from the Office 
of Indian Education Programs, Washington, D.C., to the Agency Superintendents for 
Education. 

The 1978 Act further required that the Secretary of the Interior establish by regulation a 
formula for determining the minimum aimual amount of funds necessary to sustain each 
Bureau-funded school. Funding for all Bureau schools is subject to the availability of 
appropriations. The ISEP formula, based on relative weight factors was patterned after the 
best practice and experience of state schools systems that had developed equalization 
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formulae. 



Under the ISEP fopmula, different educational activities conducted in Bureau-operated 
and contraa schools, such as elementaiy and secondary education^ bilingual education, 
residential programs, gifted and talented programs, and programs tor different types of 
handicapped students, are assigned weights, using a base amount of l.OO, that reflect the 
basic costs associated with the various activities. The number of students a school has 
participating in the various educational activities is identified by each school, totaled by 
aaivity, and multiplied by a weight faaor for each activity to arrive at the total number of 
Weighted Student Units (WSUs) at each school. 

The dollar value of a WSU is detennined by dividing the total number of all schools' WSUs 
into the total available funding. The WSU dollar value is multiplied by the number of each 
school's WSUs to arrive at each schoors amount of funding in a given school year. 

When Mr. Ed Parisian became Direaor of the Office of Indian Education Progranas, one 
of his first initiatives was to establish a Task Force to look at the formula to determine its 
effectiveness in meeting the basic needs of the schools. The ISEP formula was intended to 
be only a first step in developing a method of distributing funding to BIA-operated and the 
tribally contraaed schools with the ultimate objective of tying the formula to a 
programmatic funding system. The final report of the Task Force recommended that the 
ISEP formula be continued. The formula has proven to have the flexibility required to 
meet the changing needs of Indian education. 

For the upcoming 1992-93 school year, the Bureau will fund 182 schools with an estimated 
student population of 41,817 which is approximately 11 percent of the Indian student 
population nationwide. Actual enrollment will not be confirmed imtil early October. The 
number of students being served will have inaeascd about one percent over the 1991 total. 

The rate of increase in ISEP funds since FY 1988 is approximately 25 percent The totals 
are $161.6 million and S201.9 million in budget activity in 1988 and 1992 respectively. The 
increase in funding reflects the concern and emphasis this Administration places on quality 
education for Indian children. In the FY 1993 President's Budget, the Department of the 
Interior is requesting a S7.0 million increase in ISEP funding and a $14.4 million increase 
(44.5 percent) overall for basic elementary and secondary schools. In addition, ISEP funds 
are not the only source of funding for BIA schools. Tlow through" funds available from 
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programs administered by the Department of Education are also available to Bureau 
schools and have increased since 1989. Chapter I funding increased approximately $10.0 
million. Other significant increases in Education funded programs totaled approximately 
$5.0 million and were in Special Education, Drug Free Schools, and Infant and Toddler 
programs. In addition to ISEP and Department of Education Flowthrough Funds, the 
Bureau provides funding for construction, operation and maintenance, facility 
improvement and other school related activities such as transportation, and substance 
abuse. 

In FY1991, Congress appropriated $208.9 million to "forward fund" the BIA schools. This 
meant allocating the funds on a School Year (SY) cycle, rather than the usual fiscal year 
cycle common to Federal budgetary planning, thus allowing the schools to operate during 
the usual August to June period of time as is normal for schools. During the transition 
from' a fiscal year to a school year funding cycle, some of the schools understood the 
forward funding concept and obUgated more FY 1991 ftmds than they should have early on 
in the school year. 

In October 1990, the BIA issued 85 percem of the ISEP ftmds based on the studem count 
made in September 1990. The final 15 percem adjustmem was made in December of 1990. 
These ftmds were available for use fi-om October 1990 until September 1991. 

In July 991, the BIA issued 85 percem of the ISEP "forward ftmded" monies to the schools. 
These ftmds were for use from July 1, 1991 to June 30, 1992, The remaining 15 percem was 
issued in December 1991. The BIA plans to distribme 85 percem of the FY 1992-1993 
ftmds in July 1992, based on the smdent count completed in September 1991. Any 
adjustments will be made in December 1992 after the smdem count is conducted in 
September 1992. These ftmds will remain avaUable for expenditure until June 30, 1993. By 
this time, the schools should be more familiar with the forward ftmding cycle and better 
understand the amount available to operate their program. 

This concludes my prepared sUtemem. I will be happy to answer any questions the 
Committee may have. 
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SENATE OVERSIGHT HEARING QUESTIONS 

SY X99X-92 

1. What is the_ravised total of Weighted Student Units, including 
any payments made for bilingual education students in grades 4-12? 

Answey; The revised total of Weighted student Units is 72 525 
The Bureau has completed its audits of ISEP and is still making 
minor adjustments that do not significantly affect this revision. 

o What is the derivative WSU value for these twelve months? 

ftngw^r; The Bureau calculates that schools had available for use 
$2,864 per WSU for twelve months. 

2. What have been the cumulative costs to schools of paying the 
Department of Defense pay scale over the past three years? 

Apswer; The Bureau surveyed the schools and asked them to report 
the average salaries of all teachers, counselors and homeliving 
specialists since the implementation of the DOD raise in FY 1989. 
The information included both status quo employees and new hires. 
The schools were asked for information for FY 1989 over FY 1988 ; FY 
1990 over FY 1989 and FY 1991 over FY 1990. Fifty-six schools 
reported during this survey, but the Bureau was able to use data 
from only 3 6 schools. The increases were 14% higher in FY 1989 
than FY 1988; 13% increase in FY 1990 than FY 1989 and 12% higher 
in FY 1991 than FY 1990, The Bureau has not calculated the 
cumulative cost of the pay raise for all schools. 

(a) If this amount is greater than forecast, what are the reasons 
for the difference? 

Answer: Although the amount has not been verified, if it is 
greater it is because of the status quo teachers' converting to the 
Department of Defense pay scale. The computations included 
Education degrees and hours above the degree which determined the 
level of pay. Teachers, Counselors, and Homeliving Specialists 
were credited with one increment for every year they worked in the 
Bureau as a teacher, counselor or homeliving specialiijt plus up to 
5 years of employment outside the 3ureca in the same fields. That 
figure determined the number of increments they received. The 
Bureau had many teachers who had a Masters' Degree with 3 0 or more 
credit hours above the degree and received as much as a $10,000 
incre?^se the first year of conversion. The Bureau had no 
indication of the number of status quo teachers, counselors, or 
homeliving specialists who would convert, or the year in which they 
would convert, since the contract educator status provides for 
summers off, and the status quo teachers are furloughed, the Bureau 
did not have a complete listing of the qualifications of each 
person until contract renewal timo. There was no opportunity to 
anticipate additional pay levels. 
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(b) What was the cost per Weighted student Unit? What was the 
payment to school per Weighted Student Unit. 

Answer t The Bureau did not calculate the amount just for the 
teacher pay increases since the funds were appropriated in School 
Operations and distributed using the ISEP formula. In FY 1989 the 
final amount per WSU was $2,408; FY 1990, $2,491; FY 1991, $2,708 
and Forward Funding, $2,374. The tentative amount for 1992-93 is 
$2,667. The final amount will not be available until after the 
student count in late September or early October 1992. 

(c) In the case of Bureau-operated schools, how has the percentage 
of budgets devoted to teacher salary costs changed over the past 
three years? 

Answer : In FY 1989, the last tim?. the Bureau surveyed the 
schools, the percentage of ISEP funds used for salaries was 
approximately 79%. That figure increased in FY 1990 to 
approximately 82%. The Bureau has not requested that information 
recently. 

(d) Were the personnel costs associated with the transfer of Civil 
Service "status quo" employees to the contract personnel system 

• (fostered by the ?• L. 100-297 amendments) greater at some schools 
sites than others? Provide a breakdown on the number of employees 
and their salary and benefit expenses (costs to school) by site. 

o Was any accommodation made for, or additional funds provided, 
the specific sites to meet these costs? 

Answer; The personnel costs were determined by the Education 
degrees, credit hours, years of Bureau service and up to five years 
of employment outside the Bureau as a teacher, counselor or 
homeliving specialist. The costs would be greater at some schools 
depending on the individual staff members. The Bureau will order 
reports for 1989, 1990 and 1992 and will provide the information 
once it is aggregated and the computer run is completed. All funds 
were distributed using the ISEP formula. 

3. What is the shortfall in the Administrative Cost Grant account 
and what is the reason the requested appropriation was too little? 

o What action does the Bureau plan regarding the shortfall and its 
impact upon schools? 

Answer ; In FY 1991, *the Bureau paid Administrative Cost grants at 
the 91% of the amount determined by the Administrative Cost grant 
formula authorized in P. L. 100-297. In 1991-1992, the Bureau 
allocated Administrative Cost grants to cover the 89% level 
determined by the formula. 3ased on information provided from 
education Field Offices on the number of schools operated under 
contract, the Bureau would continue to allocate funds at a level 
less than 100% of the amount determined by the Administrative Cost 
grant formula. Administrative cost grants are subject to the 
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availability of appropriations and maybe notably reduced based on 
the appropriation level. 

The rate of administrative cost grants is calculated based on the 
previous two years' data. By the time the budget is approved, the 
data is approximately four years old. The rate is driven by the 
(1) number of recipients; (2) the increase in dollar amounts of 
programs the rates are applied against, and (3) other contract 
amounts used to calculate the rates which always vary. The first 
three years of Administrative Cost grants was a phase in and the 
forward funding year was the first full year to pay 100% of the 
formula. 

4. What conclusions did the Bureau reach as the result of its 
survey of schools regarding the extent of the shortfall the schools 
are experiencing, the causes for such shortfalls, and the actions 
taken by the schools to operate within the funds allocated? 
Please provide a list of schools responding to the survey, their 
responses, identifying the extent of the shortfall in each case. 

Ansver: Of the 117 schools that responded to the Bureau's survey, 
60 schools reported difficulty meeting their obligations; however, 
the Bureau believes that some of the schools interpreted 
obligations as "need," so the data is not verifiable and obligation 
levels in financial system reports do not in all cases reflect a 
potential funding shortfall. Thirty-one schools reported they have 
an action plan to operate within available resources. Of these 
schools, 16 are Bureau operated schools and 15 are contract/grant 
schools. Twenty-one schools reported they did not have a 
contingency plan in the event available resources were less than 
anticipated; 7 are Bureau operated schools and 14 are 
contract /grant schools. The Bureau will need to verify the data 
before it releases the list of schools and the amounts they list. 

5. Which of the of f ^rsservation boarding schools experienced 
shortfalls in funding, what were the causes in each case, and what 
steps were the sc:hools requirad to take to operate within their 
budgets? 

Answer ; Four off-reservation boarding schools reported that they 
would experience shortfalls in funding: Riverside Indian School, 
Chemewa Indian School, Sherman Indian High School and Flandreau 
Indian School. With the exception of Sherman Indian High School, 
the Bureau has not verified the amounts reported. Three schools 
experienced a decline in enrollment. All schools required different 
action plans to meet their needs. Options such as furloughing 
employees earlier, shortened school year, reduced orders for 
supplies and materials, and a freeze on travel were considered. 
One school reported that it had no action plan to operate within 
available resources. 

6. To what purposes and to what schools were payments made from 
the contingency fund of the Office of Indian Education Programs? 
Why were such payments required? 
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Answer; Historically, payments from the Contingency fund are used 
to provide funds for schools when they appeal the student count. 
In 1991-92, payments were made to 48 schools, Both bureau operated 
and grant schools, for both ISEP and bilingual appeals. 

7. If not addressed above, what actions is the Bureau taking to 
address financial problems being experienced by schools this year? 

Answer; The Bureau is monitoring the financial system on a daily 
basis and working with schools to review available resources. The 
Bureau is also reviewing other options including the reprogramming 
of funds in the event some schools need additional resources. 
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School Yoar X992-X993 (?isc«l YMr 1992 budget) 

1. Please provide a revised report of projected enrollment, 
projected numbtfl: of Weighted student Units, projected wsu value, 
and reasons for revisions. 

Answer; The Bureau issued a tentative planning figure to schools 
for SY 1992-1993 based on an anticipated 74,576 WSUs. This number 
includes the school expansions at Laguna Kiddle School, Dunseith 
and Lummi schools. The Bureau continues to anticipate a one 
percent increase in enrollment. The tentative amount per WSU is 
then calculated to be $2,667. Final calculations cannot be 
completed until after the September 1992 student count. 

2. Please provide an estimate of the projected shortfall in the 
Administrative Cost Grant account. 

Answer : The Bureau estimates the amount of funds distributed in 
ISEP will increase, the number of recipients of Administrative Cost 
grants will increase slightly and other programs the rates are 
applied against will increase. Other contract amounts may vary. 
The Bureau estimated the amount for Administrative Cost grants at 
$25.0 million for 1991-1992 to pay at the 100% level. Congress 
appropriated $19.7 million for FY X992. These funds become 
available for use July 1992. The Buteau expects to pay 
Administrative Costs at a reduced level, below 100%, in SY 1992-93. 
Payment of Administrative Cost grants is subject to the 
availability of appropriations. 

3. What are the Bureau's conclusions regarding the adequacy of the 
amounts appropriated in the FY 1992 budget for the Indian School 
Equalization Program and the Administrative Cost Grant account? 

Answer: The Bureau expects that all schools will continue to 
operate within the level of available resources since most have 
already adjusted their programs to stay within their allocated 
amounts . 

4. What are the Bureau's conclusions regarding the adequacy of the 
amounts appropriated in the FY 1992 budget to operate effective 
programs at off-reservation boarding schools? 

Answer; The Bureau expects the off-reservation boarding schools to 
operate within available resources and most schools have adjusted 
their programs to operate a program which will address student 
needs. There is no provision for additional func-i for these 
schools since they fall under the ISEP formula just as all other 
schools. The Bureau is encouraging these schools to look at their 
administrative structures and to combine programs where possible in 
order to focus on the at-risk students. 

5. What actions does the Bureau intend to take to assure that WSU 
values do not fall below their values in School Year 1991-1992? 
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o If that is not to be accoaplished, what actions are contemplated 
to assure that the effectiveness of school programs is not 
diminished below the current year? 

Angwer; The Bmreau anticipates reprogranuning approximately $3.6 
million ^ to be added to ISEP which will generate an additional 
$48.94 per WSU. The Bureau plans to use funds from the Contingency 
Fund and Program Adjustments for the additional support. The 
Bureau will not be able to pay for any ISEP appeals unless funds 
are recouped because of audit exceptions. ISEP funds are not the 
only funding the schools receive. "Flow through" funds from 
programs in the Department of Education are also available to 
Bureau schools, and have increased since 1989. Chapter 1 increased 
approximately $10.0 million. Other significant increases totalling 
approximately $5.0 million were in Special Education, Drug Free 
Schools and Infant and Toddler programs. All these funds are 
available to Bureau Schools. 

School Yttar 1993-1994 (Fiscal Y«ar 1993) 

1 . Please provide a revised report of projected enrollment, 
projected number of Weighted Student Units, projected WSU value, 
and reasons for revisions. 

Answer : The Bureau's estimate for the past several years for 
'enrollment has been one percent growth and that has proven to be 
accurate so far. The projected increase in WSUs is difficult to 
estimate because of the growth in bilingual, intense residential 
guidance, gifted and talented and special education students. The 
Bureau estimates 75,593 WSUs. The projected WSU value is $2,727. 

.•>. Please provide an estimate of the projected shortfall in the 
Administrative Cost Grant account. 

Answer ; In FY 1991, $16.9 was made available for Administrative 
Cost Grants in SY 1991-92 which covered 89% of the level generated 
by the Administrative Cost Grant formula. la FY 1992, Congress 
appropriated $19.7 for Administrative Cost Grants which becomes 
available for use July 1992. In FY 1993, the request of $19.7 is 
the same as the FY 1992 enacted amount. Payment of Administrative 
Cost grants subject to the availability of appropriations. It is 
unlikely that contract and grant schools will receive 100% of the 
amount determined by the Administrative Cost Grant formula. 

3. What are the Bureau's conclusions regarding the adequacy of the 
amounts requested in the Administration's budget for FY 1993 for 
the Indian School Equalization Program and the Administrative Cost 
Grant account? 

Answer; The President's FY 1993 Budget request includes a $14.4 
million (+4.5%) increase over FY 1992. For School Operations, more 
than $7.0 million of the $14.4 million increase is in ISEP. To the 
extent resources are not sufficient to operate basic education 
programs, the Bureau will consider reprogramming funds that may be 




46 



available. 

4. What are the Bureau's conclusions regarding the adequacy of the 
amounts requested in the Administration's budget for FY 1993 to 
operate effective programs at off-reservation boarding schools? 

Angygr; The off -reservation boarding schools' general population 
has changed over the past three years to include more and more 
students who are considered «at risk." The schools need to look at 
their programs and change them to focus on meeting the basic needs 
of students. Traditionally, these schools have emphasized academic 
preparation and the structured high school course offerings. Off- 
reservation boarding schools need to look at alternative programs 
to meet ba s ic student ne^ds , such as programs wh ich "br idge " 
students into academic programs while focusing on life coping 
skills. Si»ply allocating more funds at the schools is not the 
answer until the schools can implement a program to meet student 
needs . 

5. What actions does the Bureau intend to take to assure that WSU 
values do not fall below their values in School Year 1992-93? If 
that is not to be accomplished, what actions are contemplated to 
assure that the effectiveness of school programs is not diminished 
below School Year 1991-92? 

Angw^r; The Bureau expects and encourages all schools to use 
available resources in the most cost effective way. It may be 
possible that the Bureau will use the Contingency fund and Program 
Adjustment funds to increase the amount per WSU. The Bureau will 
continue to encourage school-wide projects which are not as 
restrictive as in previous years to fund worthwhile school 
activities. Additionally, the Bureau expects to have the 
computerized student count process refined so that the need for 
ISEP appeals will decrease and programs can operate as needed. 
The Bureau could consider reprogramming funds to the extent 
additional resources are available in other program areas. 

Related Issues 

1. Does the Bureau agree with the Bureau's ISEP Task Force report 
and recommendations? What action does the bureau intend to take 
with regard to that report and its recommendations? 

Answer ; The Bureau supports full implementation of P. L. 95-561 
and agrees with the Task Force findings that the ISEP formula 
provides flexibility • in funding, one of the major problems is the 
current process for determining student enrollment. A one time 
snapshot in the Fall is not the best approach to determining actual 
enrollment because students transfer or leave school during the 
year, and no adjustment is made to equate dollars with actual 
enrollment. A better approach would have the dollars follow the 
students. The Bureau has out for consultation, a proposal to place 
the responsibility for programs such as bilingual and intense 
residential guidance with the school boards. School boards should 
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decide what their priorities are within their budgets and develop 
programs which meet either Bureau or state standards. The Bureau 
cautions that simply adding more funds to ISEP is not the solution 
to all schools' problems. 

2. Is it likely that Bureau-funded schools may be compelled to use 
ISEP funding if funding for student transportation is insufficient 
to pay the costs of such transportation? 

o Is there any cost analysis that suggests that bus transportation 
costs per mile will be less or more for Bureau-funded schools than 
the national average of such costs? 

Answer; The Bureau schools have always had the flexibility of 
using ISEP funding to support transportation costs and some schools 
who incur additional costs for extra-curricular bus runs have opted 
to use these funds. There is no cost analysis which suggests that 
bus transportation for Bureau . schools is more or less than the 
national average. The proposed formula for transportation will 
provide better data to forecast costs for bus transportation when 
it is implenented. 

3. Does the Bureau have the capability to produce Average Daily 
Attendance statistics? Please describe the methodology used by the 
Bureau to project school enrollments. 

Answer; While the Bureau has made some progress in extending 
telecommunications capability to the Line Officers, due to the 
isolation of some schools, getting the schools on line has proven 
to be costly, and time consuming. When FTS 2000 is fully 
implemented, the Bureau anticipates the capability of producing 
Average Daily Attendance and other programs such as tracking of 
students. We implemented the use of Social Security numbers as 
part of the student count so that a data base can be developed and 
expanded to provide data and statistical information. 
Currently, the Bureau Line Officers rely on Labor Force statistics, 
local demographics and parental and community involvement to 
project school enrollment. There is no particular methodology 
used. Off-reservation boarding schools use applications for new 
enrollees and seek commitment from tribal personnel and parents to 
project school enrollment. 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF ANGELA 3ARiNEY-NEZ, EXECUTIVE 
DIRECTOR, THE NAVAJO AREA SCHOOL BOARD ASSOCIATION, 
WINDOW ROCK, AZ 



The Navajo Area School Board Association represents governing 
boards of the majority of BIA funded schools in the Navajo Nation. We 
work closely with our local school boards to develop education programs 
and supportive services that our Navajo children need and to make 
sound administrative choices about the best use of the resources we have 
to implement those programs and provide those services. Our board members 
obtain training and spend many long hours working over budgets, staffing 
plans, service proposals. 

Our board members do their best. So do we. We are so 
often defeated, however, by the inadequacy and unpredictability of the 
funding that we receive for our schools. This inadequacy and 
unpredictability is supposed to be eliminated by formula funding under 
the Indian Student Equalization Program (ISEP) . This program is supposed to 
provide formula funding for our schools i^ased on our school size, our 
student count and the special characteristics of our students. We find too 
often, however, that the BIA has underestimated the number of students we 
would serve and has underestimated the numbers of those students with 
special characteristics requiring additional "weights" in the formula. 

In addition, we often find that national mandates for 
teachers' salaries, new programs and the like, have been tied to the ISEP 
funding formula. At the same time, additional dollars sufficient to pay for 
these mandates have not been appropriated, often the reason adequate funds 
have not been appropriated to meet a new mandate is that the true scope of 
the change and its true cost have been underestimated in the projections 
which the BIA has provided to the Congress. The result is that we 
receive a level of funding that carries many mandated requirements while 
it is inadequate to meet the basic educational and residential needs 
of the student population ve serve. 

Now this sequence of inadequate funding based on underestimated 
need has arisen once again and BIA funded schools are facing major 
shortfalls in the ISEP funding formula. The dollar value of a WSU is 
falling below that intended by the Congress and needed by our schools. The 
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reason for this shortfall is that the true costs of teacher salary 
increases, of transportation, of added weights for special categories of 
students were underestimated by the Administration when the anount of 
the ISEP authorization for the coming school year was being determined 
by the Congress. 

For this 1991/1992 school year, the final Weighted Student 
Unit (WSU) count is 72,675.47 (after two recent count corrections). The 
BIA through its Office of Indian Education Prograns estimated this year's 
WSU count at 71,615, over 1000 WSU below the actual count. In the 
coming 1992/1993 school year, the BIA's own line officers expect the WSU 
count to reach 74,576. This is far above the estimate the BIA presented 
to the Congress when the ISEP funds for this school year were being 
determined through the appropriations process. As a result, the dollars 
appropriated will not fund a WSU at the rate Congress intended. The dollars 
will not even fund a WSU at the level it was funded in this school year. 
The value of a WSU could shrink from $2834 this school year to $2667, next 
year, if these estimates on enrollment and weights are correct. This would 
be a drop of over $160 per WSU! By the 1993/94 school year, we 
anticipate a wsU count of 75,593. The appropriation being sought by the 
Bureau for that school year will not maintain the value of a WSU, let 
alone provide for cost of living. 

The consequences of such a shortfall will be devastating to many 
of our schools. Just multiplying the projected reduction for the 1992/93 
school year by the wsus of the school at Fort wingate, for example, 
produces a shortfall of approximately $750,000 below expected revenues, 
and below the amount the formula says is necessary to effectively run the 
school. This wipes out the increase received this year to fund the third 
phase of Congress ionally mandated teacher salary increases. It cuts into 
program costs, residential costs, transportation costs, special education 
costs. It virtually eliminates any funds for extracurricular program 
activities requiring transportation anywhere. 

This is just one example. NASBA asked its member schools to tell 
us some of the cuts they were already having to make in programs and services 
and some of the additional cuts they would have to make to handle this 
shortfall. We will share with this Committee some of the "economies" our 
schools are being required to make. 

Some of our schools bus boarding students home every weekend. 
The transportation formula does not pay for that many trips. So, Fort 
Wingate has to take the money from education services, other schools do not 
feel they can take any more money from educational programs. So the 
schools ask parents to pick up their children for the weekend. Some 
children are not picked up. They may spend the weekend in a "weekend dorm" 
because the school cannot afford to keep the regular dormitories open, 
lighted and heated for the weekend. Often no special weekend 
activities and recreational opportunities can be provided for these 
students because there is no money to do so. Various of our schools come 
down on one side or the other of this dilemma. All agree it should not 
exist. 

2 
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Virtually all of our schools have had to cut way back on 
extracurricular activities, particularly any activities which require 
transportation or extra hours by staff. Many very worthy programs and 
activities have to be passed by because the transportation budget will not 
pay the cost of bus transportation to even nearby events. 

Many of our schools do not have Uie full coRpleaent of 
school counselors or dormitory counselors. Hie administrator of one school 
told of her regret that individual one-on-one counseling was not available 
to dormitory students on a consistent enough basis. Too often there was 
no one dormitory students could talk to confidentially because staff were 
stretched too thin and individual counseling cervices could not be 
maintained. Many schools have a real difficulty meeting dormitory 
criteria mandated by BIA regulations because the money they receive does 
not cover the cost of the requirements. 

IHS cutbacks and BIA cutbacks have combined to leave our 
schools without a regular school nurse. Transportation funds do not 
provide for taking a child to a clinic or hospital. Yet if a child is 
sick, particularly a child who is boarding, the child MUST be taken to a 
clihic or hospital. So, our schools transport the child and pay for it 
out of education programs or services. 

Schools are cutting back on security, they are making program 
decisions based on utility considerations (e.g. "If we offered that 
service, we would have to leave the lights on longer in the building. So 
we won't offer the service.") They are eliminating staff positions, 
teacher positions, counselor positions that arc needed to be fully staffed 
because they simply don't have money to pay for them. They are 
furloughing staff to avoid firing them altogether. 

Our schools are having a particularly hard time with 
Special Education. The weights for special education are high, and for 
good reason. Special education is an expensive service to provide. Since 
the I SEP funding for special education is computed in terms of number of 
WSUs, when the basic value of a WSU is reduced because of low BIA estimates 
of the number of WSUs, the dollars lost to special education programs are 
particularly high. Meeting the requirements of special education 
regulations under p.L, 94-142 becomes particularly difficult when the 
ISEP dollars are reduced through shortfall. This situation jeopardizes 
the 94-14 2 money as well. 

Not only is ISEP being funded at a lower dollar amount per WSU 
than anticipated by the Congress, but the ISEP dollars are having to be 
used for many programs and services that SHOULD be paid for out or other 
funds. For example, many schools find that USDA funds do not pay the .entire 
costs of school lunches and school breakfasts. They are having to dip into 
ISEP. All schools, as mentioned above, are without residential health 
services. They lack transportation dollars to travel to heath care 
facilities. They use ISEP dollars to pay the cost of getting children to 
health care services when they need them. 
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Schools are having to skinp on hon« livlno «uDDlle« ,r,A 

There is little or no money to fix anythinql in oartifni.T- 
doSS°' x"L "P"" not covered by funds receiv^. our ?S«i°br«k 

down. A broken washing machine can b« a dormitory crisis. 

"'"^ students in our residential programs who come 
from difficult home situations. Ihey need to be nurtured, not var^ouled? 
We have counselors in our budgets and in our standards. However, the hours 
Itl %l 'r"?"!, « ^° have dofurSi ?or 

^^uS;nt^r;e"ou"gh\%\^\ho'urs^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

K in force, furloughs and layoffs plagu« our relations 

with school staff. This undenaines morale. Often the staff with the 
lltff^M "IV"^^ feel the bite the most. We must ask more and more of Se 
staff at the same time that we leave them very insecure in their own 
employment. That the staff puts up with this is a tribute |o their com^itme^ 
and a comment on the poverty of our region. •-"^j.^- ^uHunxiimenT: 

fif^hooic ^H^s are affecting safety of our students and our staff. Several 
^Si^ in security as a way they were meeting and would meet 

^w^n^^^ ^''^V'^J-^^^^'^ backlogs in fixing the fire alarm system, 

fixing the sewer and obtaining adequate sewage services, tapping in to an 

ttl^lt^l "^If^^"" ^^^^^""'.^^f^^"^^ If this soSndc like a 

system falling apart, it is. 

How can the ISEP shortfall be addressed in tiae to avoid any more 

cuts in program and service in the bIA funded schools during the next 

school year? And how can the problem be remediated in the long haul? S 

^«n^T.«^r ^"^gestions we share the recommendnMons made on bihalf of our 

5?S^ytf ifv^ I7^h ^ stored to its school year 

1991/92 level with a cost of living increase of 3.5% for the 1992/93 

?o ■ J^^l ^° ^'^^P teachers salaries comparable 

?ni-i^„p^ ^il^^ Department of Defense, as the Congress originally 
intended, without cutting any deeper into programs, services or staffing 
5?! nn; ^^^^ °^ ^^^^ intervention is approximately '^"""^ 

$14,000,000, as we stated in our earlier testimony to the House 
Appropriations Subcommittee on Interior. to nouse 

K„H«*»*- . W. appropriated in the 1993 fiscal year 

Sen ^-S^cost of living increase should be applied to the value of a 

WSU. This would result m a WSU value of about $3127. This amount should 
be applied to our current best estimate of wSUs for that year, 75.593. A 
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comparable cost of livin-^ increase for the next school year would bring us 
closer to $3499 in 1994/95, the amount which th« ISEP task force called by 
the BIA estimated that we should receive THIS year to adequately aeet the 
needs of our schools and our students. 

These dollar increases and WSU rate increases are the least that 
can be done to keep us from losing ground. In the long run, we need to look 
at how we compute ISEP, what floor we put under it, what apportionment 
between salaries and other expenses we provide for and what we pay for 
with it. 

In the first place, we need a coaaitaent from the Congress to the 
dollar value of a WSU, When Congress approves the appropriation for ISEP, 
the size of the appropriation is based on an anticipated value for an 
individual WSU. If the number of WSUs is greater than that anticipated, 
Congress should commit to providing a supplemental appropriation to maintain 
the WSU at the agreed upon value. Since the ISEP formula is now forward 
funded to July 1, there is time to redo estiwtes and make up i -s.t of any 
difference before the school year begins. 

Secondly, the Congress (and the school boards!) need comprehensive 
information from the BIA about the REAL cost of all goods and services 
actually involved in running our schools and dormitories and the adequacy 
of ALL sources we rely upon to meet those costs. When the Department of 
Agriculture does not provide the full cost of a school lunch and school 
breakfast and students are present who need to eat, the school must take 
the money out of some other account, too often ISEP. When a child needs 
to be taken to the doctor, if there is not money for this purpose, ISEP or 
other dollars will have to be used. If a school determines that it is in 
the best interests of its children to be taken home for each weekend, the 
school will have to dip into some fund other than transportation, often 
ISEP, to pay for this service. It is impossible to relate the size of the 
ISEP appropriation to education expenditures only when ISEP is so often 
tapped for other necessary but non-educational services. 

Many of our schools are spending 80% or more of their entire ISEP 
fund on salaries. One school reported it is spending 90% of its money on 
this purpose. We know this is too much for salary and too little for 
goods and services. But what IS the right proportion? We would benefit 
from a comprehensive study of the cost of running our day schools, 
residential schools and dormitories adequately, and the breakdown of that 
cost by categories of expenditure. The ISEP formula was and is necessary 
to avoid arbitrary differences in level of expenditure. However, we need 
to know the floor of dollars and percent of budget which should «3cist for 
supplies, utilities, transportation, services, etc. for all our schools. 
Then we need to find some way to assure this floor for all schools without 
eliminating the ISEP formula approach to funding. 

Right now, our need is for money to a^Xe up the shortfall that we 
face for the coming year. Over the coming months and years, we need to 
develop a more rational, realistic means of determining appropriation 
size. The Bureau needs to give the Congress the school-level estimates on 
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enrollment and student characteristics. A miniaiua level of service for 
day students and for boarding students needs to be tied to the actual 
dollar cost. There is not such a mystery to providing adequate 
educational services, rhe nystery is really mystification that takes 
place when those presenting the administration to the Congress try to 
disguise the real size of the need and the real cost of meeting it. 

NASBX has participated in the ISEP Task Force, whose 
recommendations have not been followed by the BIA in making its appropriation 
requests to Congress. We have participated in the White House Conference 
on Indian Education which set educational goals for Indian people into the 
year 2000 and beyond. We will work with the Congress, with the Office of 
Indian Education Programs, the BIA and any other agency or 
organization in determining the real costs and needs associated with 
educating our children. We have ideas for rationalizing this process, as 
described in this testimony. We urge the Congress to look at the costs ^nd 
structures needed to provide quality education and to work with all 
of us to establish a regular and predictable way of meeting those 
costs and establishing those structures. 
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ASSOCIATION OF COMMUNITY TRIBAL SCHOOLS INC. 



TESTIMONY 
BE<:ORE 

SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
AND 

HOUSE EDUCATION AND LABOR COMMITTEE 



Mr. Chairman and members of the committeet, thank you 
for giving me the opportunity to address you concerning 
required funding levels for the Indian School Equalization 
Program and plans of the Bureau of Indian Affairs to remedy 
shortfalls. 

My name is Dr. Roger Bordeaux, I am the Exeuctive 
Director of the ACTS Inc. and Super intnedent of Tiospa Zina 
Tribal School. 

The following illustrdtion shows ISEP dollars generated 
by the tribally controlled elementary and secondary schools. 



Illustration 1. Tribally Controlled Elementary and Secondary 
Schools by state. 

State number of ADM ISEP revenue 

schools 



SD 


12 


3500 


$12,618,000 


AZ 


12 


3100 


$11,681,000 


NM 


10 


1800 


$10,302,000 


ND 


6 


1600 


$ 5,774,000 


MS 


6 


1200 


$ 4,778,000 


NC 


1 


1000 


$ 3,137,000 


WA 


7 


900 


$ 3,427,000 


MN 


4 


900 


$ 3,640,000 


OK 


4 


600 


$ 2,903,000 


WI 


3 


600 


$ 2,028,000 


ME 


3 


400 


$ 1,191,000 


WY 


1 


300 


$ 1,169,000 


MT 


2 


250 


$ 853,000 


ID 


2 


150 


$ 529,000 


FL 


2 


150 


$ 507,000 


MI 


1 


80 


$ 339,000 


lA 


1 


80 


$ 290,000 


KN 


1 


70 


$ 288,000 


NV 


2 


50 


$ 221,000 


LA 


1 


50 


$ 164,000 


20 


81 


16,680 


$ 65,839,000 
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Illustration 2 shows the actual and projected costs of 
education in state operated public schools and the actual and 
projected ISEP revenue per Weighted Student Unit* 



Illustration 2. Dept. of Education/National Center of 

Education Statistics data on average costs of 





education and ISEP revenue 




YEAR 


per pupil expeditures 


ISEP 




(public schools) 


revenue 


1986 


$3,470 


$2,103 


1987 


$3,756 


$2,230 


1988 


$3,977 


$2,370 


1989 


$4,217 


$2,408 


1990 


$4,540 


$2,491 


1990-91 


$4,022 


$2,750 


1991-92 


$5,113 


$2,760* 


1992-93 


$5,472 


$2,760 


total percentage increase 57% 


31% 



* converted from forward funded amount 



We all know comparing public school per pupil 
expenditures with ISEP revenue is like comparing apples to 
oranges. BUT, if we tooJc the ISEP base and added revenue for 
transportation, facility maintenance, and administrative 
costs we have a better comparision: 



ISEP $2,760 

Transportation* $ 278 

Facilities* $ 633 

Administrative Costs* $ 708 



$4,379 

(* ' average per pupil expenditure at contract and grant 
schools) 

Even if we added federal funds as a percent of public 
school expenditures, the total amount would still be less 
than an equitible amount* 

revised revenue $4,379 
federal percent of NPPE 262 



$4,641 

THE BOTTOM LINE IS, THERE IS A SHORTFALL FOR ALL MAJOR 
CATEGORIES AT THE BIA FUNDED SCHOOLS* 
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To give you an example of what one school has been 
forced to do over the past few years I would like to discuss 
with you our school, Tlospa 21na Tribal School. This data Is 
based on the assumption that Congress will not be able to 
Increase revenue above Presidential requests In the major 
categories of ISEP, Transportation, Facilities maintenance, 
and administrative costs. 



Tlospa Zlna Tribal School 

1990-91 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 

# of students 213 242 280 310 

# of staff 83 73 72 70 



In the fall semester of 1990 I projected the revenue of 
TZTS based on appropriations from Congress. I realized there 
was going to be a need for a reduction of at least $130,000 
from the total school budget. I proposed to the board some 
recommendations to cover the projected shortfalls. Included 
In the proposal was a reduction of 13 staff, reduce 1 bus 
route, reduce equipment purchases, reduce student activity 
trips, reduce staff travel, and other smaller measures. As 
you can see from the above we reduced our staff by 10 ♦ These 
reductions do not Include what may have to happen by June 30, 
1992 because of the $70,000 reduction In administrative cost 
grant reductions* 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. ANY NEW REVENUE FOR BIA-OIEP MUST FIRST GO TO ISEP. WORK 
TOWARD GETTING THE ISEP-WSU BASE TO $3,800.00 FOR SCHOOL 
YEAR 1994-95, 

2. THE PER MILE REVENUE FOR TRANSPORTATION MUST BE AT $2.10 
BY THE 1994-95 SCHOOL YEAR.. 

3. FACILITIES MAINTENANCE MUST INCREASE BY 26% BY THE 1994- 
95 SCHOOL YEAR, 

4. ADMINISTRATIVE COST GRANTS TOTAL REVENUE MUST INCREASE BY 
40% BY THE 1994-95 SCHOOL YEAR, 

5. NO NEW INITIATIVES SHOULD BE APPROVED UNTIL TOTAL BIA 
SCHOOL REVENUE IS COMPARIBLE TO PUBLIC SCHOOL REVENUE. 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF ROGER BORDEAUX 



RATIONALE FOR A INDIAN SCHOOL EQUALIZATION REVENUE GENERATOR 

(ISERG) 

Since the passage of Public Law 95-561, which included 
authorization for the Indian School Equalization Formula, the 
Bureau of Indain Affairs - Office of Indian Education 
Programs has never requested an amount for basic school 
operations that was close to the actual need of the BIA 
funded elementary and secondary schools* After a review of 
the budget justifications over the last 10 years it is clear 
the Office of Indian Eductation Programs either does not have 
the desire to develop a budget based on need or the actual 
budget process does not allow them to develop a budget based 
on need. Either way, the schools have lost ground. 

THE INDIAN SCHOOL EQUALIZATION REVENUE GENERATOR (ISERG) 
This formula is based on the national public school per 
pupil revenue and expenditure report from the Dept. of 
Education's National Center of Educational Statistics (Dec, 
1991). The premise is "BIA funded schools should have equal 
revenue as compared to public schools". 

Definitions 

1. National per pupil revenue (NPPR) - total puplic school 
revenue divided by the total number of students served. 

2. National per pupil expenditure (NPPE) - total public 
school expenditure divided by the total number of 
students served. 

3. Consumer Price Index (CPI) - the inflationary cost of 
goods and services for a given year. 

4* Dept. of Defense teacher salary increase (DODTS) ~ the 
required teacher salary increase for BIA teachers. 

5. Administrative Cost Grant (ACG) - funds generated by 
tribal schools for administrative services based on 
legislated formula* 

6. Total Revenue (TR) - total revenue received by BIA funded 
schools through the BIA. 

7. Facilities Management (FM) - funds generated by BIA 
funded schools for facilities operation and maintenance 
based on individual school inventories and technologies. 

8. Transportation (T) - funds generated by schools for 
transportation costs based on miles driven. 

9. Need per weighted student unit (n/wsu) « revenue needed 
based on identified need through national per pupil data. 

10. Federal Share of National per pupil revenue (FSNPPR) 
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THE FORMULA 

This formula would be used to project revenue needs for 
two years down the road. As an example , for the 1993-94 
school year, you would use 1991-92 school year data. 



NPPR + (NPPR X .35 X CPI X 2) + (NPPR X .65 X DODTS X 2) - 
(NPPR X FSNPPR) - (NPPR X ACG/TR) - (NPPR X FM/TR) -(NPPR X 
T/TR) n/wsu 



example 1 . revenue 

5529 + (5529 x .35 x .03 x 2) + (5529 x .65 x .03 x 2) - 
(5529 X .048)' - 

(5529 X 16,963,786/122,053,708) - 
(5529 X 15,171,745/122,053,708) - 
(5529 X 6,662,700/122,053,708) -= 

5,529 + 116.10 + 215.63 - 265.39 - 767.98 - 687.25 - 301.33 » 
5,860.73 - 2,021.36 » $ 3,839.37 



example 2. expenditure 

5096 (5096 x .35 x .03 x 2) + (5096 x .65 x .03 x 2) - 
(5,096 X .048) - 

(5096 X 16,963,786/122,053,708) - 
(5096 X 15,171,745/122,053,708) - 
(5096 X 6,662,700/122,053,708) « 

5096 + 107.01 + 198.74 - 244.06 - 708.27 - 633.45 - 278.18 - 
5,401.75 - 1,863,96 « $3,537.79 



ERLC 
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Sources used for exanples* 



United States public school year 1991-92 (estimate) 

a. total students - 41,838,871 

b. total revenue - $231,343,420,000 

c. total expenditures - $213,237,595,000 

b/a « $5,529 
c/a = $5,096 

Source: US Dept. of Education, National Center of 
Educational Statistics, Dec. 1991 



a. administrative cost revenue « $16,963,786 

b. total school revenue = $122,053,708 

c. facilities revenue - $15,171,745 

dr transportation revenue » $6,662,700 

Source: US Dept. of Interior-Bureau of Indian Affairs-Office 
of Indian Education Programs, April, 1992 (fax 4/3/92 10:58) 
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United States Department of the Interior 



BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 
WajhlnftOR. D.C 20240 



Indian Education 
Cods 521 



05- 



MEMORANDUM 

To: 



All Area Education Program Adxnlnls-crators 
All Agency Superintendents for Education ."j, ^ • 




From! Director, Office of Indian Education Programs 

Subject: Junior/Senior Equipment Program 



Th« Office of Indian Education would llke^to^^th^nJe-flrtirthe scTxoo^irf^- 
who applied for FY 92 Junior /Se nior— Equipment Funds. Wo will b* 
un^wSto Issue those funds "^hls year due to a projected short falj 
^SEP funding at some schools. 
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NATIONAL INDIAN EDUCATION ASSOCIATION / '^'^ n r 



WASHINGTON DC ?0006 
(TO?) B35 3001 



TESTIMONY OF MARCEL KERKMANS 
ON BEHALF OF THE 
NATIONAL INDIAN EDUCATION ASSOCIATION 
AND 

ASSOCIATION OF NAVAJO COMMUNITY CONTROLLED SCHOOL BOARDS 
REGARDING 
BIA EDUCATION FUNDING SHORTFALLS 
TO THE 

SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
AND 

HOUSE EDUCATION & LABOR COMMITTEE 
May 13, 1992 



Good morning, Mr. Chairman. My name is Marcel Kerkmans. 
I am the Executive Director of the Alamo-Navajo School, a BIA- 
funded "Grant" school on the Navajo Reservation located about 130 
miles southwest of Albuqutr'Tue, New Mexico. I have been asked to 
appear on behalf of th( National Indian Education Association and 
the Association of Navf.jo Community Controlled School Boards. 

On behalf of th**- BIA-funded schools that are members of 
NIEA and ANCCSB, I viJint to thank the two committees for scheduling 
this hearing. If the federal government is going to meet its 
commitment to the educational velfare of the Indian children in 
the BIA-funded school system, then changes have to be made in the 
way budgets are developed for that system's support. 

Congress took a giant step toward budget improvement two 
years ago when it agreed to "Forward Fund" the BIA school system. 
But to make Forward Funding work properly, the budget development 
process has to be changed to accommodate a budget that must be 
formulated two years in advance. Right now, BIA is working on the 
FY94 budget which will fund school year 94-95. 

Budget request! sre based upon various student 
statistics — such as number of students expected in each grade; 
number of students in boarding facilities; students with learning 
disabilities, language deficiencies, or in need of guidance 
assistance; t-oaobf>r statistics — number of teachers, counsellors 
and dorm personnel needed meet minimum academic and dorm criteria; 
compliance with the law on parity of BIA system salaries with DoD 
teachers; and school statistics — number of schools and dorms in 
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the system; and size of school. Underpro jections in any of these 
categories throws off the whole budget system, and funding 
shortfalls result. That is why we are here today. 

TSEF Shortfall . There is a severe funding shortfall in 
the appropriation for the Indian School Equalization Formula 
(ISEF) for the upcoming school year (SY92~93) . And the FY93 
budget request — which would fund SY93~94 — would enlarge that 
shortage . 

Even the BIA now acknowledges there is a funding 
problem. In his April 23 letter to Chairman Inouye, Assistant 
Secretary Brown stated that "an additional $14.0 million would be 
needed to avert diminished programs of studies for schools.** We 
agree with Dr. Brown's conclusion, but believe his shortage 
estimate is conservative. 

Adminlatrahivff Cost, flranr. Shor^fa^l . ISEF Shortfalls 
hurt all schools — those operated by tribal school boards such as 
my school, and schools operated by the BIA. But the tribally- 
operated Contract and Grant schools have the added burden of 
shortages in their Administrative Cost monies. I estimate that 
funds appropriated to or requested by BIA for the three-year 
period of Sy91-92 through Sy93-94 will, in the aggregate, fall 
$17.9 million short of need. 



Analyses of ISXr and 

AAHlnti»4^r«4;i'g^ {Tqa^ Grant riindlny. 

Mr. Chairman, in attachments to this testimony, I set 
out calculations I have made on ISEF funding and Administrative 
Cost Grant funding on a school-by-school basis. These charts are 
intended to address two questions: First : what is the current 
situation? Second : How much will it take to properly fund the 
ISEF and Administrative Cost Grants? 

In making these calculations, I started with some very 
basic assumptions: 

a. The third installment of the teacher salary increase 
should be continued in the ISEF bas^ , as intended by Congress in 
P.L. 100-297. 

b. The BIA budget must be evaluated by examining the 
pf>r-wsti amount, not merely on the overall ISEF funding request. 
Funding for an individual school is determined by multiplying the 
per-WSU dollar amount by the total WSUs. The school's WSU total 
— and therefore, its funding allowance — is determined largely 
by its enrollment. Thus, whether the overall ISEF budget request 
is keeping up with increasing enrollment can only be determined by 
comparing the per-WSU amount available for each school year. If 




68 



-3- 



enrollment decreases, the overall funding request may decrease, 
but the per-WSU amount should not. 

c. The per-WSU amount should increase from one year to 
the next, not drop. Yearly increases are needed to keep up with 
inflation and with DoD teacher pay raises (as required by law) . 

d. The $14 million additional need for instructional 
programs identified by Assistant Secretary Brown is very 
conservative and should be provided for SY92-93. 

e. The "effective" WSU base amount for SY91-92 (the 
current schocl year) is S2834 . ^ 

f . The BIA's revised WSU base amount for SY92-93 is 
S2667 . (This compares with the $2763 projection in the FY92 
budget request . ) 

g. The BIA's revised projection of total WSUs for SY92- 
93 is 74.57fi. 

h. Administrative Cost Grants should be fully funded. 
They serve the same purpose as contract support funds which, by 
law, are required to be fully funded. 



FiPdingl froM th» AnmlvM^M. 

Mr. Chairman, I am an accountant by profession and 
therefore a large part of my job involves what many people call 
"number crunching". I am accustomed to having my number-filled 
charts cause people's eyes to glaze over. While I invite you and 
your staff to study my charts, I would like to highlight for you 
the more significant findings from these charts. 

ISEF Funding Ftndinyg. 

1. The FY92 appropriation will produce Si 67 I^sa per 
WSU for SY92-93 than the effective WSU base amount for SY91-92 . 
The BIA's corrected projection is $2667/WSU, as compared with an 
effective WSU base of $2834 for the current school year. As far 
as we can remember, this is the first time the WSU base has ever 
gone down . 



' The BIA and the Select Coiranittee (in its report to the Budget Committee 
on the FY93 BIA budget request) agree with thia figure. It is compriaed of 
the SY91-92 per-WSU amount from the "forward fund" tranaition appropriation 
plua 17% of the SY90-91 per-WSU amount that each achool ahould have reaerved 
to begin SY91-92. That is: $2374 + $460 - $2834. Since under the forward 
funding ayatem, achoola are to receive their money before the achool year 
begina, they will no longer nave to reaerve 17% of their funda to atart a new 
achool year, aa they have previoualy had to do. 
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2. The dollar effect of this reduction must be looked 
at in two ways. Firat ^ from a strict mathematical perspective, a 
$167 drop in the WSU amount will mean there will be 512.4 million 
less to support the total system-wide HSUs (74,576) the BIA now 
projects for SY92-93. Second, this funding shortage does not even 
factor in the funding that would be required to meet the salary 
increase the DoD system will put into place for the new school 
year. Thus, the system-wide shortage will be even greater. 

3. Assistant Secretary Brown says t^at $14 million is 
needed to avert instructional program reductions. As noted above, 
we think this is a conservative estimate, but it shows that the 
BIA is now trying to quantify the funding impact of full 
implementation of the DoD salary schedule in the BIA system. 

4. System-wide funding shortfalls will be compounded in 
SY93-94 and subsequent years if upward funding adjustment are not 
made . 

Ariminisl-rattve Cosf Grant: Fundiny Findings 

1. BIA has paid schools only 79% of their 
Administrative Cost Grant amounts so far in SY91-92 . 

2. We calculated the 100% of need figure for each 
school, and then calculated the shortage for each school. For 
just the schools for whom we have data, the cumulative shortfall 
was $4.7 million. W<> ftsttmate the full shortfall f rom the 
a ppropriai-irtn<^ to be near ly S4.8 million for SY 91-92 (if data 
were available for all schools) . 

3. The amount appropriated for SY93-94 would fall $5.6 
million short . This would result in the schools being supplied 
with 28% less than the Administrative Cost Grant formula requires. 

3. The budget request for FY93 — which would fund 
SY94-95 — is so low that the shortfall would exceed S8 million. 



We would offer the following suggestions for developing 
ISEF and Administrative Cost Grant budget requests that more 
closely reflect the needed amounts. I recognize, of course, that 
no procedure can be perfect, but the current one must be adjusted 
to correct the identified deficiencies and accommodate a forward 
funded system. 

1. For SY92-93 . request an emergency supplemental 
appropriation or re-program other FY92 appropriated funds into the 
ISEF ($ 14 million per Assistant Secretary Brown) and 
Administrative Cost Grants ($5.6 million). 
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2. For increase the FY93 budget request by $34 
million for the ISEF and $8.2 million for Administrati>re Cost 
Grants . 

3. For SY94--q5 TSF.F funding, we recommend using tne 
ISEF Task Force's recommended per-WSU amount of $3499. 

4. For ISEF for ?;uhsequf>nt_ gghO"^ yftf=^rfif begin with 
this WSU base, and augment it by an amount representing the Labor 
Department's announced cost of living adjustment and the DoD 
announced teacher salary increase percentage. ^ when the augmented 
ISEF is add'?'* to the balance of program dollars used to calculate 
Administrative Cost Grant- these Grants will increase by a modest 
amount (at or near the COLA) . This will enable the contract or 
grant school to meet the increased costs to be covered by this AC 
Grant . 

5. Develop and maintain a data base on tearht^rs. 
rronnsftHnrs and hnmff T<vln< ; T gpo c ialtshs currently in the BIA 
school system. This should contain education levels and years of 
experience, with a proper, on-going data base, calculation of 
required salary increases can be greatly simplified. NIEA would 
be willing to help design the form for requesting these data from 
schools . 

6. School enrnllmftnt pro-l^rr 1 r.n«^ could be aided by 
tracking demographics data in communities served by BIA- funded 
sc'iools. The Indian Health Service and other health care 
providers. Head Start programs, and tribal governments could 
supply birth data. Tracking birth records and children of pre- 
school and school age in BIA-funded school communities could also 
be a valuable services performed by Tribal Departments of 
Education . 

7. Dormit-ory oni-^nmpnt pro•^pr^>nn involves more 

subjective factors that school enrollment projections. 
Nonetheless, attention to historic trends and consultation with 
parents and social service personnel may assist in charting dorm 
enrollment. BIA should err on the side of overestimating dorm 
enrollment, rather than underestimating it. 

8. Special ne<i>dfi pro-)ect. Ions . BIA indicates it has the 
greatest difficulty in projecting the number of children who will 
qualify for add-on weights such as bilingual, intense residential 
guidance, special education and gifted and talented. 

Identifying pre-schoolers with special needs would be a 
service ideally performed by a tribe through a tribal department 



Congress, BIA and Indian people should also examine proposals for a 
totally new formula funding approach, such as the one developed by Roger 
Bordeaux which uses as its base the national average per-pupil funding amount 
as calculated by the National center for Education statistics. 
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of education or social services entity. The recently-amended 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act has earmarked .25% of 
overall appropriations for grants to tribes for "child find" 
undertakings. Data from this undertaking as well as information 
from health service providers could enhance the data base about 
pre-school Indian children who will need special attention upon 
entering school . 

BIA's proposed solution of merely eliminating additional 
weight programs (bilingual, intense residential guidance and 
gifted and talented) is not an appropriate answer. To destroy 
important programs for special needs students is, may we say, a 
very cynical, budget-driven response to a problem for which other 
more program-oriented solutions can and should be developed. 

9. Admtnistrat ■^vp C nsf Grant, percentage rates are, by 
law, to be developed using two-year-old program data. This policy 
was established when schools were still funded on a fiscal year 
cycle and the two-year-old program funding amounts were known. 
This situation has been altered somewhat by the conversion to 
forward funding for all BIA system education accounts except 
facilities operation + maintenance funds. Nonetheless, making 
reasonable projections is still possible. Our step-by-step 
suggestions follow: 

a. In order to implement the formula, the program base 
for each school .nust be identified. This figure must include 
ISEF; substance abuse counselors; Chapter 1, Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act, and substance abuse funds (which are 
appropriated to the Department of Education on a forward funded 
basis); and a facilities 0+M amount based on the FACCOM system 
output . 

b. Project the program funding amounts for any new 
schools expected to come on-line during the school year for which 
the budget is being developed. 

d. Calculate AC Grant planning figures for each school; 
total the system-wide level of need; augment by the appropriate 
cost of living adjustment. 

d. Add 2% to the total as an adjustment fund to cover 
unexpected contingencies. If this fund is not fully utilized, the 
remaining amount can be used as an offset in future years. This 
would only occur, however, if all schools were provided with 100% 
of the AC Grant level of need. 



Mr. Chairman, NIEA thanks the Senate Select Committee 
and the House Education + Labor Committee for the tremendous 
interest you have displayef' in the educational welfare of Indian 
children. We are also graceful for the conscientious assistance 
provided by members of your staff. Bob Arnold and Ken Montoya 
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from the Senate Committee have been of great help to us, and, of 
course, Alan Lovesee of the Education + Labor Committee staff • 
continues to be a dedicated advocate for Indian education, as he 
has for the past 15 years. 

We also express our appreciation to Ed Parisian. He is 
a former school administrator and former President of NIEA, and 
now, as Director of OIEP, has ?. very challenging and difficult job 
to do. We are grateful to have an Indian education advocate of 
his calibre in the Director's chair. We hope the Interior 
Secretary will heed the advice he offers, as he is the one who 
most directly consults with tribal educators. We look forward to 
working with him and the other dedicated professionals at OIEP to 
improve the budgeting process for the BIA education system so ve 
can make Forward Funding work the way Congress intended. 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF CARMEN CORNELIUS TAYLOR, 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL INDIAN SCHOOL BOARD 
ASSOCIATION, ALBUQUERQUE, NM 

On behalf of the National Indian School Board Assoclatioon, I want to 
thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today regarding the 
ISEP budgets for fiscal years 1991-1993. NISBA member schools - both 
BIA-operated as well as contract and grant schools - appreciate your 
willingness to hear our concerns and your continued support of assuring 
quality education for Indian children. 

In our deliberations leading up to the passage of PL 100-297, there were 
certain changes which we felt strongly about: teacher pay raises, 
forward funding, increased local control of education. Your committees 
gave us support in the passage of this legislation. However, 
implementation has not gone smoothly; and we feel that the positive 
intent has been compromised; and has, in fact, created an uncertainly at 
the schools which was most certainly unintended! 

Many times throughout the last several months, we have been told that 
"there is no shortfall"; "the sschools haven't planned properly"; or "there 
should not be adverse impacts on schools due to the budget". 

Many times throughout this administration of the "Education President", 
we have heard that "throwing more money at education won't solve the 
problems". While I agree that more nrroney won't "solve" all the 
-"problems", many of the needs/deficiencies confronting BIA-funded 
schools can NOT be solved EXCEPT with the appropriation of more dollars. 

I have had the opportunity to be involved as a team member/team leader 
in several OIEP Monitoring and Evaluation visits in the last two years and 
have "compared notes" with other colleagues who have also been involved 
in the process. The OIEP Monitoring and Evaluation is an excellent 
process and, if continued, will go a long way to institutionalizing 
effective schools and school improvement, in geneial. 

In the numerous visits I have made, the following recommendations 
were most often made: 

•Hire a counselor/Improve or increase counseling services 

•Hirre a librarian/Improve library services 

•Update library and textbooks 

•Need for extra-curricular activities 

•Need for physical education, music, and arts programs 

•Need for parent training 

•Need for on-going staff development 

•Need for more or improved facilitities 
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This is substantiated in OlEP's Report on its 1990-1991 Monitoring and 
Evaluation "From Gatekeeper to Gateway" (October 1991) which 
summarizes information from 40 schools: 
M/UQR IMPRQV gMgNTS RECOMMMBMPgD 

•Do more comprehensive needs assessment 

•Write school improvement plan 

•Develop written curriculum 

•Upgrade teacher training In current techniques 

•Upgrade libraries 

•improve instructional leadership 

•Write more adequate mission and goals 

•Increase counseling services 

•Improve parent involvement 

•Upgrade facilities 

Most of these items require additional funds. Although some items 
(Writing school improvement plans, missions and goals) may not require 
"up front" dollars, these take time - a valuable commodity - difficult 
to find for principals who wear numerous haics and are deluged with an 
enormous amount of paperwork. 

School administrators and their staff and board often attempt to meet 
these needs in a variety of "creative" ways, none of which provide an on- 
going, stable base of funding. For example, some schools have attempted 
to meet their counseling needs by using some special education dollars 
and some substance abuse dollars; but there are some iimttations put on 
these funds about which students can be served and what kind of 
services. Therefore, no comprehensive counseling program is provkJed. 

Unless the funding levels increase, the same "defk^iencies" will be noted 
when follow-ups are conducted at these schools or when a new cycle of 

monitoring and evaluation is implemented. 

According to OIEP Reports, the three academic standards most often NOT 
met are Library/Modia Program. Administrative Requirements 
(staff/student ratios, etc.), and Counseling servk:es. In addtk>n, the 
Junior High and Secondary Instruct, jnal Programs were often out of 
compliance because a language other than English is not offered and fine 
arts and computer literacy is not adequate. The two Doormrtory 
standards most often NOT met are Homeliving (staff/Student ratio) and 
General Provisions (Lack of counseling services during non-academic 
hours). 
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One agency with 7 schools reports a total need of $964,871.00 to meet 
all Standards Compliance. 

THESE DEFICIENCIES ALL REQUIRE ADDITIONAL FUNDING. 

In January 1992, NISBA surveyed the schools in an attempt to ascertain 
if there were shortfalls, in what categories and what schools were doing 
to try to "live within" their budgets. Our office received responses from 
approximately one-third of the schools. I would like to take this 
opportunity to provide a sampling of what occurred in the School Year 
1991-1992: 

•SCHOOL A: Shortfall of $501,972 — Reduction in Force for a full 
year 2 teachers, an Education Technteian for Student Attendance and 
Tracking, and a Homeliving Specialist; for 1/2 yeaars for 5 teachers; by 
not filling approved positions for Homeliving Assistants, 2 department 
heads, substitutes, a social worker and a recreation specialist When 
dealing with at-risk children from dysfunctional environments, these 
reductions and vacancies have adverse impacts on services to children! 
In addition, activities, supplies and materials were either greatly 
reduced or eliminated for all departments. This school noted that the 
average Increase over the last 3 years due to the OIEP/DOD pay scale 
was 34%. Increases In iSEP certainly have not kept up with the 
requirements of the DOD pay Increases. 

•SCHOOL B: a $100,000 shortfall — Delete $5,000 for a cooperative 
employee to be shared with 4 schools and the agency; delete $10,000 
from coaching (no spring sports); delete $9,000 for overtime; delete 
$12,950 for one oafeteria worker; RIF a $20,000 teactier supervisor; Do 
not hire teacher replacement equalling $40,000; delete $14,000 for one 
bus route and one driver. In addition, there will be minimum use of 
vehicles for all activities, minimum materials and supplies, minimum 
library book purchases, and minimum travel for administration, staff and 
school board — even though there are numerous requirements from 
Central Office to attend various meetings, etc. 

•SCHOOL C: Total allocation of $577,500.00; fixed costs for salaries 
and fringe - $552,756; This means that 95% of the total ISEP allotment 
goes for salaries and fringe, leaving only $24,744 for other expenses 
(food, travel, staff development, materials and supplies, etc.). This 
school received $26,000 for transportation, but their actual need was 
$36,246.00. leavmg them with a shortfall under transportation of 
$10,246.00. This will be charged to regular program. 
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I am attaching additional examples of what schools have submitted. 
Schools have done their best at meeting these shortfalls: they have 
gone through RIPs - in some cases, 2 RIFs; they have left vacant 
positions unfilled; they have placed moratoriums on purchases: they 
have reduced the number of hours for staff. 

However, they did not anticipate that these conditions would continue 
beyond this "transition year" for forward funding. Now, we can see that 
budgets are not going to be better for School Year 1992-93 or even for 
1993-94. ^ 

Recent information shared at an Education Line Officers Meeting 
Indicates that OIEP is going to attempt to address some of these 
shortfalls by "robbing Peter to pay Paul": using FY '92 Administrative 
Cost Grant dollars to help make up for current year shortfalls, then use 
Effective schools dollars and Junior/Senior High Equipment dollars to 
help make up for the dollars taken from that line item. 

Effective Schools, although called a "Major Initiative" by OIEP, has not 
had a significant amount of dollars for implementation; but it have 
provided a framework for school to work on school improvement plans. 
Much has been accomplished with a small amount of dollars. In fact, 
data is available to show that schools who have been in the Effective 
School Program have a higher average attendance rate and also have 
higher achievement levels than other Bureau-funded schools. OIEP sent 
out requests for self-nominaliohs for schools to participate in Effective 
Schools for 1992-1993; Schools were selected and notified. They should 
not now be denied the opportunity. 

It is our hope that this hearing wi'i provide clear direction for OIEP to 
develop appropriate measures for projecting budget requirements for 
schools in all categories of funding. We also hope that it will provide 
the justification necessary for requesting a supplemental for FY 1992; 
and most importantly, to gain the additional funding needed for FY 1993, 
consistent with the ISEP Working Committee Report which recommends 
$3,499 per WSU as a minimum. Schools have made trenrwndous progress 
in the fast 5 to 6 years; and continued lack of funding will &e! them back 
greatly. 

Please feel free to call on our office if additional information is needed. 
Thank you. again, on behalf of ail BIA-funded schools. 
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TESTIMONY 

For Senate Select Coaaittcft on Indian Affairs 
and House Education and Labor Co«mlttee» 

Presented by Arby Little Soldier, 
President Oi: the Wort ••rtbo?i lailtn School Ikoard Asioelation 



Chairman Simon, and menibers of the sub-committees, wy nane Is Arby 
Little Soldier, I are President of the Fort Bcrthold Indian School 
Board Association of Korth Dakota. 

The Fort Berthold Indian School Board Association represent* the 
Kandaree Day School, Hhite Shield Day School and the Twin Buttes 
Day School, all of which are located on the Fort Berthold Indian 
Reservation. We are forraally requesting the followingi 

1. The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) fiscal year 1993 budget 

request for portable classrooms 3s S 2.5 million. We request 
this budget be Increased to S 7 million. 

Justification! There Is an increasing demand for portable 
cliss-tooBis nationwide. A survey conducted by the BIA in 1990 
shows a need for 70 portable classrooms and a subsequent survey 
in 1992 is reported to have an evsn higher figure. The 
approximate cost for a portable classroom is SlCd.COC. Our 
request for $7 million would meet the need of 70 portable 
classrooms. We are very hopeful this additional request of 
S4.5 million will at least cover the classroores needed at 
Kandacee Day School and White Shield Day School. 



2. He request the base funding be increased from a 18S day cycle 
to 365 days under the Operation and Maintenance (O&H) funding 
formula . 

Justification! Facility maintenance and upkeep is operated on 
a year round basis, yet funding is only provided for 180 days. 

3. We rcqvjest an i.icrease in the current base O&H fundmc formula 
to provide for cne removal of solid waste material. 

Justification I Under the current O&H funding formula, removal 
of solid waste is not provided for. In order for facilities to 
be incompliance with environmental standards for solid 
waste management, funds need to be allocated In the O&H funding 
formula. 
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4. He oppoa« an across the board cut in the BIA budget. 

Justification! Th« adminifitratlve component of the BI^ i« 
funded at 365 dayi while schools are only funded at 180 oays. 
Implementation of an across the board cut will drastically 
short change the funding for schools^ which already operate 
under a bare bones budget. 

S We request four (4) portable classrooms for Handaree Day School 
and two (2) portable classroons for White Shield Day School. 

Justification. In May of 1991, Fran Hayes, Education 
Specialist, Facilities Management Construction Center (FMCC) 
conducted a space evaluation study at the Fort Berthold 
Reservation schools. Her report recommended four (4) 
portable classrooms at Mandaree Day School and two (2) portable 
classrooms at White Shield Day School. The request for 
portable classrooms is an interim measure in order to meet the 
space requirenents of the schools. 



In conclusion, on behalf of the Fort Berthold Indian School Board 
Association. I appreciate the opportunity to provide testimony on 
the need for upgrading our school facilities. Your support for 
increased funding in the facilities component of the school 
operations budget is appreciated. We will be glad to provide 
additional information if it is needed. 
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TESTIHOHY 



For Senate Select Con«lttee on Indian Affairs 
and House Gducetlon and Labor Covmlttees 

Presented by Edward Lone Fight. 
Superintendent, Handaree Day School 
Fort Betthold Indian Reservation 



Chairman Simon, and aembers oC the sub-conoilttees, »y name Is 
Edward LoneFlght, I an Superintendent of the Handaree Day School 
located in Handaree, Morth Daliota on the Fort Berthold Indian 
Reservation . 

Before I get Into the text of »y testimony, I would like to give 
you a brief history on the Handaree Day School. 

Due to the enactment by Congress of the Taking Act In 1947, the 
Garrison Dan was established. This ectlon Inundated ell of the 
'little red school houses" and nuch of the subsistence way of 
life of the Three Affiliated Tribes, The Members of the Three 
Affiliated Tribes were forced to relocate to higher ground. This 
resulted in the development of a new community which is now 
cftlled Handftree. In 1954 ► the Handaree Day School was 
oor.Btructcd to provide education for the menbers of the tribes. 
From the time of losing the "little red school houses" to the 
construction of the Handaree Day School^ the students had to 
leave hone to get their education by attending area and regional 
mission boarding schools. 

In 1962, the school facility was expanded by one wing to 
accommodate the increasing number of secon^Sary students. Since 
that time the school facility has not been expanded even though 
the co^imunlty has outgrown the school facility. 

Handaree Day School services a vast area within the attendance 
boundary encompassing approximately 15 townships. Current 
enrolment is 233 students, ell of whom are Native Anerican 
Indians. The current number of school employees is 63, this 
Includes certified and non-certified. Handaree Day School serves 

in one building, and coTKprlses 46,586 square feet and is 
iee% utilized as defined by the BIA Facilities Hanagement report. 
The school Is fully accredited and offers all of the currlcular 
requirements as landated by the Morth Dakota Department of Public 
Instruction. 

Hy testimony focuses on the following five (5) requests for your 
consideration! 

1. Increase the Bureau of Indian Affairs FY *93 budget for 
portable classroons to S7 million. 
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JUSTXriCATIOKt The currtnt budget for portable claBSrooms is 
$2.5 ntllion, which does not neet the incrtaaing demand. A 
■urvty conducted by the BIA In 199^ shows a definite n««<J for 70 
portable classrooms, and a substquent survey in X992 Is reported 
to have an even hightr figure. The approxlnatc cost for a 
portable classroom io Sieo.es®. Increasing the budget to 57 
allllon would »e«t the need for 70 classroonis. K« are hopeful 
this edditional increase of $4.5 million would not only meet the 
nationwide needs, but aleo fulfill our need for 4 portable 
classroons for Handaree Day School (r.ce separate request). 



2. Increase the base funding under the Operation and Maintenance 
(O&M) funding formula from a 180 day cycle to 365 days. 

JUSTIFICATION! Funding for this component Is based on the 180 
day school year. However, custodial, maintenance and repair on 
fecllltles occurs 365 days per year. Additionally, Handaree Day 
School offers summer school, and since Mar.daree Day School la the 
hub of the corsmunlty, numerous activities and coraniunlty events 
ace scheduled throughout the year. The bottom line is that ell 
these areas cost money over and above the 18® day funding 
currently allocated. 

3. Increase the current base In the OfitM funding formula to 
provide for the removal of solid waste material. 

JUSTIFICATION I Currently, solid waste material removal expenses 
are not provided for In the O&H funding fornula. To be in 
compliance with EPA and state environmental regulations, the 
Three Affiliated Tribes has developed environmental standards and 
a Fort Berthold Tribal Solid Waste Program, which schools, 
individuals and other entitles arc required to utilize. 

4. Ke oppose an across the board cut in the BIA budget. 

JUSTIFICATION! The administrative component of the BIA is funded 
at 365 days while schools are only funded at ISO days. Schools 
operate year round, the doors do not close when the 180 day 
school year is over. Implementation of an across the board cut 
will disproportionately effect schools because they already 
operate under a minimum budget. 

5. Request f^t 4 portable classroomR for Handaree Day School. 

JUSTIFICATION! In Hay of 1991, Fran Hayes, Education Specialist. 
Facilities Hanageraent Construction Center (FHCC) conducted a 
epace evaluation study at the Handaree Day School. Hsr report 
recommended 4 portable claBcrooms. This recommendation was based 
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on the need for the school to fill programmatic space 
i«qulremcntB, safety reasons and overall Improv^nent. Projects 
and programs designed to meet the special needs of the students 
are subjected to space availability. Handaree Day School's 
useful life span expires in 1992 and the school is in non- 
compliance with various tribal, «tate and federal safety 
standards and guidelines. The request for portable classrooms is 
an Interim measure in order to meet the space requirements of the 
school . 

In concluding «y testimony, I want to thank you for your 
consideration of our requests. Your support for Increased 
funding in the facilities component of the Bin school operations 
budget It not only appreciated, but it provides the means for 
Indian students to get a quality education. 
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MISSISSIPPI BAND OF CHOCTAW INDIANS 
Phillip Martin, Tribal Chief 

I am pleased to be able to submit written testimony identifying immediate shortfalls 
in FY 1992 ISEP funding. All three areas of shortfall result from conditions that are not 
unique to Mississippi Choctaw and will cause BIA funded schools to reduce services 
during the 1992-1993 school year if not addressed by further appropriations. 

The Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians has 5,000 tribal members in eight 
reservation communities spread over a fr'e county area of east central Mississippi. The 
tribe contracted for full operation of all BIA education services beginning July 1, 1989 - 
- making it the largest single BIA school contractor. The tribe operates six community 
elementary schools, one middle school and one high school serving a total of nearly 1 ,300 
students with 1 10 students residing in the high school dormitory. 

Shortfall in ISEP Formula 

Under the new forward funding cycle, FY 1992 appropriations will be allocated 
to BIA funded schools for operation of the 1992-1993 school year. The latest estimate 
released by the BIA is ihat allocations will be based upon a WSU value of S2,672, 
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Regardless of which estimate is used, projected allocations will be far short of 
what is needed to sustain the current level of effort. The effective WSU va lue for the 
current 1991-1992 school vear is S2.834. After adjustment for annual inflation of 4 
percent^ the WSU value needed to sustain the current level cif effort i s S2.947 - S27S 
short of the BIA projected WSU value of $2.672. Such a shortfall will cost the 
Choctaw Tribal Schools $550,000. 

In order to prevent the projected shortfall, FY 1992 supplemental appropriations 
will be needed. Using an ISEP WSU count of 74,562 — (the September 1991 ISEP of 
73,100 increased by 2 percent.) the supplemental appropriations needed to increase the 
current WSU value by $275 is $20.5 million. This is an estimated deficit for ISEP 
Formula distributions alone and does not include appropriations for ISEP adjustments 
included in ISEP appropriations. 

The BIA, in a recent response to NIEA testimony presented to this committee, 
suggested that the SY 1991-1992 WSU value of $2,833 was inflated by the inclusion of 
funds adequate to support a full 11 month implementation of the third installment of 
congressionally mandated teacher pay increases when, in fact, the forward funding 
conversion period is only nine months. Such reasoning does not eliminate the need for 
supplemental appropriations for two reasons. First, using the BIA's own suggestion that 
2/11 of the $13.8 million should be reserved for SY 1992-1993, a savings of $33 per 



2 




95 



WSU is achieved. Adding the $33 to the projected WSU value of $2,672 still only 
results in a SY 1991-1992 WSU value of S2,705. 

More importantly, however, the BIA in its response to NIEA testimony asserts 
that a total of $35.9 million was included in the FY 1990 and FY 1991 - including 
funds for conversion to forward funding - for the purpose of teacher salary and 
benefits adjustments. While the $35.9 million may have been included in justifications 
of in BIA FY 1990 and FY 1991 budget requests, the funds never resulted in per student 
increases needed at the local level for implementation of salary increases because of 
errors in projecting other factors such as stude^nt enrollment. A $35.9 million increase 
in real funding for BIA schools-using t;,e projected WSU grand total present in the 
Administration's FY 1993 budget request-results in increases of over $500 per WSU. 
Such increases in per student allocations have never been received by BIA funded 
schools, and the WSU value is not even keeping up with inflation. 

Increasing the BIA calculated WSU value of $2,516 for SY 1989-1990 by 3.5 
percent annually for inflation results in a needed WSU value of $2,790 for SY 1992- 
1993. The inflation adjusted WSU value is $118 more than the estimated $2,672 per 
WSU to be distributed and includes none of the $500 per WSU needed to implement 
teacher salary and benefit increases. 
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The $20.5 million requested for supplemental ISEP appropriations is only a stop- 
gap measure needed to prevent the further deterioration of BIA funding for schools. It 
will not solve the problems associated with implementation of the congressionally 
mandated salary increases for teachers, librarians and counselors. Significant increases 
will need to be made in future year appropriations, including FY 1993 appropriations if 
BIA funded schools are to be adequately funded on a per student basis. 



j >tudent Transportation 

As has occurred in the projection of ISEP student counts, the BIA has consistently 
under projected the number of daily bus miles claimed by BIA funded schools. As a 
result, the per mile reimbursement to schools dropped steadily through FY 1990 and is 
now only at a level comparable to reimbursements received in FY 1987. Meanwhile, 
GSA costs for BIA funded schools have risen dramatically, with lease rate increases of 
more than 50 percent during the past year. 

Tne Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians ^requests that supplemental 
appropriations in the amount of $8 million be added to FY 1992 appropriations for 
reimbursement of student transportation costs. The added appropriations would allow 
the BIA to reimburse schools at a per mile cost equivalent to the national average 
of $2.20. 
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The Choctaw Tribal Schools have consistently had to use basic ISEP funds to cover 
as much as 50 percent of its transportation budget. Such a practice is commonly reported 
by BIA ftinded schools and worsens the negative impact of ISEP shortages within the 
system. 

Administrative Costs 

The Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians continues to be unable to recover all 
indirect costs associated with the administration of both education and non-education BIA 
programs. Although the full amount of education program dollars is included in the 
tribe's base for calculation of its Indirect Cost Rate by the Department of Interior, the 
tribe has for three years been only able to collect administrative costs associated with its 
opei:»tion of BIA elementary and secondary education programs in accordance with the 
restricted P.L. 100-297 Administrative Cost Grant formula. 

The Administrative Cost Grant formula was clearly amended for those who operate 
both a school program and one or more other P.L. 93-638 program to entitle them to 
receive full indirect costs associated with operating BIA programs. The amendment was 
included in P.L. 101-301. Section 5(0 and was supported with Senate report language 
that specifically mentioned the Mississippi Choctaws and Ramah-Navajo as examples of 
tribes who were unfairly penalized for operating centralized administrative systems — 
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even though centralized administrative systems enable tribes to better coordinate resources 
and operate more efficiently as a whole. 



On January 22, 1992, the Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians requested recovery 
of indirect costs of $765,859 in FY 1990, $990,300 in FY 1991, and an anticipated 
$950,166 in FY 1992. The tribe has not received a response to its request and is 
concerned that BIA is not preparing to pay full indirect costs for operation of school 
programs either through Administrative Cost Grant appropriations in this section or 
through contract support funds appropriated elsewhere in the budget. 



These shortfalls do indeed create emergency situations for BIA funded schools who 
have endured steady reductions in constant dollars over the past 18 years. The 
Congressional Research Service, in a March 4, 1992 report to this committee, reported 
that in constant dollars BIA education funds have fallen $8.6 million per year from 1975 
to 1993. As was found by the BIA Office of Indian E'lucation Programs ISEP Task 
Force, BIA funded schools have been continually cut back and are now operating skeleton 
programs. Without substantial future increases, BIA funded schools will not be able to 
continue vi ble programs, and by no means will they have the resources necessary to pay 
teachers, librarians, and counselors at levels commensurate with the DOD pay scale. 
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Nah Tah Wahsh 

(f DAniNG BAGLE) 



HANNAHVILLE INDIAN SCHOOL 
N1491 1 HANNAHVILLE B-^ ROAD • W".$ON. MICHIGAN 49896 




Testimony May 13, 1992 Senate Oversight Hearing 



Dear Senator Inouye, 

The Hrinnnhville Indian Community operates the Hannahville 
Indian School on the Hannahville Indian RARervation in the Upper 
Peninsula of Michigan. There are approximately 200 American Indian 
students of school age located on or near the reservation. 
Habitual problems in the operation of the school have been, a very 
unstable educational administration within the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs and a lack of adequate fU'fTding with which to operate. 

Examples of our yearly problems arc evident In the following 
for FY 92. 

1. ISEP — $2,375 wsu X 74 students = $204,638.00 

+ Small School Adjustment 
Need — $3,200 wsu X 74 Students - $294,272.00 
+ Small School Adjustment 

Shortfall $ 89,634.00 

2 . Transportation 

76,320 miles X 1.l56/mile - $ 88,225.00 

Need 

76,320 miles X 1.90/mile $145,008.00 
Shortfall « $ 56,783,00 



3. Administration Costs 
Funded 

91% Of formula amount =» $191,000.00 

Need 

100% of formula amount = $;»10,000.00 

Shortfall - $ 19,000.00 



Shortfall Total $ 131 ,475.00 

The results of these shortfall will be as follows: 



1. Teacher reductions - possible 7. positions 

2. Minimum of work to be don<^ on curriculum development. 

3. will not be able to retain quality staff. 

4. The classes that will be able to be offered will be 
limited and severely curtailed. 

5. We are a candidate in good standing for North Central 
Accreditation, this reduction in curriculum will not 
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ry 90 



Fy 91 



Fy 90 



py 91 



FY 91 



ISEP — $2,450 wsu X ftft students $;>64, 306.00 

t^mall school adjustment 
Need — $2,750 W6U X 88 students - $293,000.00 
+ email school adjustment 

ISEP — $2,700 WKU X 76 students - $267,084.00 

+ small school adjustment 
Need — $2,900 wsu X 76 students =^ $286,520.00 
small school adjustment 

Transport at i on 

78,120 miles X 1.15/mile - $fi9,838.00 
Need 

78,120 miles X 1.50/mile = $117,380.00 
Transportat 1 on 

76,320 miles X 1.3''/milG - $104,558.00 
Need 

76,320 miles X 1.80/mile - $337,376.00 

Administrative Costr. 
Funded 

93% of fo*-mula amount - $238,191.00 
Need 

100% of formula amount ~ $254,838.00 

Administrative costB 
Funded 

91% of formula amount = $242,000.00 
Needed 

3 00% Of formula amount - $264,000.00 



Breakdown FY 90 FY 91 FY 92 

ISEP ($2,450. /wsu) ($2, 700. /wsu) ( $2 , 375 . /wsu) 

Funded $264,306.00 $267,084.00 $204,638.00 

N#ed $293,000.00 $286,520.00 $294,272.00 

Transportation (l.l5/mile) (1.37/mile) (1.156/mile) 

Funded $ 89,838.00 $104,558.00 $ 88,225.00 

Need $a 17, 180 . 00 $1 37, 37 6. 00 $14 5, 008 . 00 

Adminstrat ivG 

Cost (95%) (100%) (91%) 

Funded $238,191.00 $24 2,000.00 $191,000.00 

Heed $254,838.00 $264,000 00 $210,000.00 
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allow accreditation to tAke place. 
6. Library •ervice will be reduced or eliminated. 



STUDENT TRANSPORTATION 



1. School bucee will not be able to maintained as well as 
they should be and this will create a safety problem. 

2. School buses will not be able to be replaced as soon 
as needed and will have to be driven with a greater 



number of miles on them, again, a safety factor. 
3. Activities with schoo3 buses will have to be kept to 
a minimum, thus limiting the school functions. 



1. Administrative costs short falls will limit the 
effectiveness of the Hannahville Indian School and 
it's ability to hire quality administrators to 
direct the school in it's effort to becor.e even more 
of a quality educational system. 

2. Reduction of administrative staff (1 position). 



All of the above will directly affect the delivery of services 
to the Indian students uf the Hannahville Indian School. Attachsd 
you will find a breakdown of FY 90 & 91 and the monies received by 
the Hannahville Indian School verous the amount needed. This 
clearly identifies the BlA's intention to reduce funding to the BIA 
funded schools. If the BTA funded educational system can have 10 
years of stable and adequate funding along with a BTA, OIEP 
administration that truly is intent on helping American Indian 
students succf^ed, then and only then can our schools be fairly 
evaluated as to our competence and success. 



ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS 



Miqwetch, 



Kenneth Meshigaud 
Tribal Chairman 
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A P05ITICN PAPER REGARDING THE CONSTANT SKCRTAGE OF BIA FUNDS FOR 
WKT mmmrt •wool, rock point, AZ 8654S 



Tht dollar value of t^t KSU has net baen Ucrt*5ieg *t tht rate 
saltric- for tpploy**» hav» befn increasinfl. Employees'* 5al«ri«« 
arc p»id at th« Govt CS schedule which is rtvlsed •very year to 
refl«cb iacre»»e5 in th* coct of living. Thi« i% estimated between 
4 t'O 5 S. Th« employees are entitled to aa mnual »tep Increase 
wJilLh adds eatimated 3 to 4 *c over tho B*l»r«« »*t by the revised 
GS pay schedule. Thi» oseans th*t at th* coDSt*at value of doll*r 
Slace 1985, Use »*lari«» alone cost *t least 8X moro mere thAn ♦iho 
previous year. Taking into account t e cost of other factors »uch 
as teaefits, travel, supplies «ud servicea, which form 25 to 30 X 
of the ISEP expenditures, the increase in the WSU dollar value 
shDUld at leas^ ba IZ% p«r year. Health lu^auraace co»t» elo&e went 
SOX op froQ FVSO to FYBl. Ke «xperiencfl eKtrex* financial 
difficulty in implcoentlng tne DoD P»y Schedule. This will require 
at least ?nother lOX increase in the WSU dollar value. 

If we average all the absolutely necessary Increases in the 
expenses at the School at aa extremely conservative rate oi 12X 
per year, the HS'J dollar value for the years after FY 30 should 
have bften like this. Please note that the WSU value of 2521.5 for 
FY 90 Itself was not adequate te neet the ISEP needs for that 
year. 



FY/SY 


KSJ t should n&ve been 


was/is projected 


90 




2,521.; 


91 


2,824 


2,707.5 


92 


3,163 


2,3?4.C A 


93 


3,543 


2,713 » 


94 


3,958 





* Note that this is where Forward Fuading begins when a blind 97.7 
X of FY 31 was allocated for the forward fundiny period wivhcut 
any cotslderatien of tht need for the increase in the cost for 
factors such as annual salary increases cr increases In other cu^^t. 
factors* 

ff Now we understand that whatever crigiaally proposedby EIA, this 
amount is going to be only 2,65? because of exceesive 
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underestimation of MSV. 

k (question may ba raiaad hsra as to how our School Bdnaged during 
past years. Ther* are two factors to note. Firstly, there has baen 
aa iacraaav in tho WSU and we did not implaacnt the DoD salary 
schedule nor did we Increasa tha nuaber of emplo/eca to match th« 
laorc:isa la tha ADM. Thi% rasultad in crowded claascs and fawer 
clectivea. Secondly, other coat» such as Travel, Supplies and 
Services «nd E^ulp3k«nt aither havp been cut down or rataintd at 
the stae Itval as in the previoua years. 

The reaaon behind the undereatimation of HSU by the BIA i*> ttainly 
lt» (1) uudereatlma^loa of ADM bacad on tha ADM connta three years 
ago, (2) raquestlny appropriation frcn tha Congress for an 
uadQrtatlmatQd K5U figure without corraoitng it l*tar, and <3) not 
is)cing for i supplanootary appropriation to aeet the actual naad 
m tha Fiscal Year. 

( Mcta ry 91 ADM was used to project BY 32 ADM which will ba 
actual after Student Count week in Sapttmber 1992. Oaa can guess 
that ry 92 estimate of ADM which was baaed on- the actual* of FY9i 
Di3ht hava been used to project SY 93 ADM tha actual of which will 
be dataroined after the Student Count in the laat week of 
Sopteuber 1993 end finalised in October 1993. T\ ^4 budget is 
bei^g prapared. wnat xs tna case for pr«J«utiuy K3U fo>f cv 9s?) 

It should be noted thi*-. the ISEP Taalc Force haa reoonneaded pe* 
WCJ dollfl^f value ta bo 9,C»> which \r»rj r*»;^lIsfcio given tJlf 
fact that per atudent national avarage la close to 3,S00. (Rogar 
Bordeaux haa the exact figura) 

Whaa.v^r BIA find«j *hat iRsuffioient appropriation had b/?en 
requested to aeet tha real nead of educating Indian ohildran, it 
Bvakcc Kovaa which natth»r aaat the regulatory standards nor the 
spirit of the legislation. THa BIA effort to alaah Intanaa 
Bilingual Progxan at 4th ^xada and abova la obo inatance. BIA had 
al5i3 proposed a regulatory chaaga to this affect. BlllDgual 
tviocatloa «aan« education In and of two languages a laultAnaously , 
It does act jsean aliainatlon of education in the native language 
after ct?ttain age. Ab leaat the intent of blllagual funding wa« 
not to monollgualixe every Indian ohlld after 3rd gradt. This nay 
not be an acute case in other reservations aa In tha Kavaio Nation 
where Engliah is and will continue to ba office language only. 
Moat of the Navajo population'* language at hOK« and In all oihar 
aituation la Navajo. Wf do not want to oonolincualise and 
uonoculturite our cnll^rn. 
rtaaap^t atlon 

ro«;t of round trip tr insportatioa of atudenta havr baan another 
wcrry for the BIA fended achoola. Monthly payoier ^ for GSA bus 
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rentil and mlleayi ha» Ucrtised on th« iveragi »iace FY 90 by 64 
% where is txrmsportttion Bile«ge P«t<l i>y BIA hn incxeasid by « 
inori 10 Ji , leivlnfl « qap of 54Ji to b« set fron ISEP fund. 

Ihi following chart Illustrates this. 

GSA Bus Rgptal Ratti G5A Hilaao* Rati 

Capacity FY 90 Kow X (+ or -) FY 90 Now X (+ or -) 

24 161 370 +123X 24.5c 30c +22. 4X 

48 205 355 + 73X 2S.5c 33c +23. 4X 

60 205 390 + 90X 25.5c 36c +41. IX 

Averafftt Increasa +97. SX +31 X 

Avara^e total Incraasa 64X cn the Transportation Cost. 

Conpara ^his with tha incraase cr dacreasa of mileaga provided by 
BIA i-x tha following tabla. 

rv Milaaga providad by BIA X {+ or -) 

90 si. 15 

91 1.37 +19X 

92 1.15S -15. 6X 

93 1 .51 +30X {proiectad) 
1.52 "fOGX (projacted) 



Avcraga Inor«as« lOX 



RocV. Point Comnunlt/ Suhool doc9 flOt niantain a boarding 
school. All studants ere transported on dally basis. 63X or 
routas are unloproved dirt roads which often beconas Intpassable in 
tha winter aonths. 

It should ba noted that the projacttd incraasa in tha FY 33 and FY 
34 ollaaga rate has slgslf icantly Increasad the pcrcaatage of 
increasa ibovc. It should also ba noted that averaga r.atlonal 
mil«ag» for i.ran«portiDff ktudants is-i2.00 ooKparod to pzojactad 
•1.51 for yy 93 for BIA fundad schools. 

Thus whlla the cost of transporting studants has Increacad by 64X, 
Ibcraasc in tha avou&b paid for this purpeiQfi will ba cnly lOX on 
the avarage if wi take tha anticipated increasa In FY 93 and FY 
94. Thi9 S4H of avcrsga shortfall will contlou* to bo aat by 
using ISEP fund. In othar words tha already low amount allocated 
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for thft •ducation of Indian studtnts will continue to be further 
dipped into for transport Ing the«i. 

Rock Point CoBjDunity school's Transportation Budfltt ovtr thts* 
7«ara rafloct this. 

FV/SY Sud^Qt Provided by BIA X of need vet frott Ed 

50 396, Zia i72«0C0 56. 

51 447,670 197,300 55.9i« 

9Z 409,415 156,900 61. 8H * 

A SY 32 funding vas for ths Forward Funding Period. Xo projection 
evalleble for SY 99 and 5Y 94. 

This School hed to dip defiptr Into tducai/ion Funds because BIA hfts 
so far refused to pay for the second afternoon bus run. 

The present olleage count systen has no considerstlon for the 
clleage run for aalntvcance, gassing up or extracurricular 
activities. 

The only solution to the peraistent problem of transportation 
fuDdlng i« for BIA to accept Transportation Task Force's 
r#co»»^nd;»tlon and request for the total amount of transportation 
fund for correctly projected need. 

F«oilttttt« M»ri»qottOQ:t 

Thts has a ooparate story. First of all, the funding for 
Maintenance end Operation Is appropriated on FY cycle not on SY 
cycle as other fund are allooated, This rocults in keeping th» 
School Management guessing es fund Is not actually available until 
January ox February. This year our School hod a^ added problea. 
The money was allocated to the contract on paper, but was not put 
Into the payment systcM ubtll April 1992. 

FACCOM formula generates ths nlnlrnuai aaad of a school. But It has 
not been allocated In full since the Inception of the formula. 
With whatever percentage of the formula, some preventive 
nalntenacce Is done. But what Is the use of the formula If the 
aaount generated by it is not allocated to Schools? 



Admlplstratl ve Comt 

Probleas of Ad&lnistreti ve Cost 
School does tot get Information 



are severer. First of all, our 
as to what the rate for this 
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School will Di ind tht thi direct cost b«s« on which tht rAtt hai 
lien calculated . -.tter of routine. «^^\fT"^!^' "f^tie 
w« oit th© infor«ition on dir.ot co.t bi«e which U ao«t *f^e 
Tin. inaccur^tt. Thtn vh.n corr.ct.d /ijurts .r. s.nt, w. do not 
hear cr know whtthftr irpropriatt corriction. hivi bita 
ctst need for tht ourrSat y.»r w.. allocattd on the base which did 
oob iBQludt allocation of Ficiliti^s Minageatnt. Only 79X of 
S^ttYtr ra.ult^d a« Ad.in Colt cttd without °«>Jf •^^^^^ 
co.t ba« wo» illocitid. Thi ctory h« bP« continuou. «i^c« the 
inplwentatioa of PL 100-297 .nd the u.t of the ^«>"'"J- 
cost la thli. He i.igla. thl« i% thi i^tory w^^-h mo.t Contract ind 
Qr.nt schools. Shortfall cf Adoin Cost for FY 90 ind ^ ^« . 
btan ipptiled to CoatriQ^ing Offiocr for • dicUion. This cppctl 
has bttn going bick and forth fro. Indiin Boird of Contriot 
Apptals to CoStriQtlna Officer bicau.i BIA ha<i bi#n unabU to 
providt idaquite fuads to Kikeup tht thortfall. 

Thi« igaln cin bt attributed to BIA conilsttatly ••king for 

■ ignific^ntly !••» aoouats for appropriation which tih«m::elvt6 ar« 

band on inaccurAtt projections. 
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Congressional Research Service • The Librarv- of Congress • Washington, D.C. 20540 



May 11. 1992 



Senate Select Committee on Indian Affairs 
Attention: Bob Arnold 



FROM: Roger 'Valke 

Analyst in American Indian Policy / c 
Government Division 



SUBJECT: 



Indian £ducation in the Bureau of Indian Affairs: Attendance and 
Appropriations Trends. FY1975.1993 



This memorandum is in response to your request for information on Indian 
education programs in the Bureau of Indian Affairs for the period FY 1975- 1993. 
as we discussed. You wished to know overall trends in: 

Attendance or enrollment in BIA-funded elementary and secondary 
schools; 

Appropriations for the BIA's School Operations and Indian School 
Equalization Program (ISEP) Formula budget categories (in both 
current and constant doltarst: 

• Appropriations per student for BIA School Operations (in current and 
constan{ dollars); and 

• Appropriations per weighted student unit (WSU) under the ISEF 
Formula (in current and constant dollars) for both fiscal years and 
school years. 

This metaorandum presents these data below in tables 1 and 2 and graphs 1-5 
Before examining the data, however, we first discuss the methodology used and 
the sources of the data. 



METHODOLOGY AND SOURCES 

We present both enrollment and attendance data because we found no 
single data series, for either enrollment or attendance, that covered the entire 
1975-1993 period. For enrollment we used average daily membership (ADM), a 
standard measure of enrollment; our ADM data covered the years 1980-1993. 
For attendance our sources used two measures, average daily attendance (ADA) 
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and "count-week attendance.* Count-week attendance is defined as "student 
attendance as counted during official count weeks."' The ADA data covered the 
years 1976-1986 and the count-week attendance data covered the years 1975- 
1988. 

Appropriations figures were converted into constant dollars to adjust for 
inflation. The base year for the constant dollars was 1990. and the inflation 
index used to compute constant dollars from current-dollar figures was the 
Implicit Price Defiator for the Gross Domestic Product (GDP).^ Figures for 
FY1993 are based on the amounts proposed in the BIA"« Budget Justifications, 
FY. 1993. 

The BIA administers a wide range of educational programs. Under its 
School Operations budget category, the BIA funds elementary and seccndar>' 
schools operated by itself and contractors (mostly tribes), and also funds 
dormitories, facilities operation and maintenance, special needs programs, 
transportation, and other services. Within School Operations, the bulk of 
funding IS distributed through the Indian School Equalization Program (ISEP> 
according to the Indian School Equalization Formula (ISEFJ. under which 
students aie assigned weights based on the relative costs of the educational 
activities in which they participate. Based on the ISEF, the BIA calculates the 
toul number of 'weighted student units" WSUJ at BIA-funded schools; it then 
divides the WSU total into the total ISEP appropriations available, to arrive at 
the funding per \\*SU. We present funding per WSU in both fiscal «nd school 
years. Fiscal years (FY> for Federal agencies run from Oct. 1 of one year 
through Sept. 30 of the following year. BIA school years run from July 1 of one 
year through June 30 of the next year. 

All the daU. except the price deflator figures, came from BIA sources, 
chiefly BIA publications. The main sources were the Report on BIA Education: 
Excellence in Indian Education through the Effective School Process^ and BIA 
budget justification documents submitted to the House Subcommittee on 
Interior Appropriations. (See the sources in tables 1 and 2 for a listing of the 
budget justifications used.) Also used were several unpublished BIA documents, 
including a "Special Summary Table," which summarizes BIA appropriations for 



' U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs. Office of Indian Education Programs. 
Report on BIA Education: Excellence in Indian Education Through the Effective 
School Process. Final review draft. Washington: Bureau of Indian Affairs, U.S. 
Department of the Interior. 1988. P. 19. 

^ We chose Implicit Price Deflator CiPD) instead of the Consumer Price 
Index (CPI) because the former accounts for inflation in the entire economy 
rather than just in consumer purchases. Gross domestic product measures the 
value of output produced within the U.S.; it includes income earned in the U.S. 
by residents of foreign countries but excludes income earned abroad by U.S. 
residents. 

' See footnote 1 above. 
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the period H' 19 75- 1992 (a copy ts atuchedl, and a 'Response to Testimony by 
the National Indian Education Association," prepared in 1992, which you made 
available to CRS. 

Figures for the Implicit Price Deflator for GDP were obuined from the 
Economic Report of thr President (F^hniBTy 1992); projections for 1992 and 1993 
came from Data Resources. Inc. (DR1>. CRS did the calculations to change the 
base year for the Implicit Price Deflator for GDP from 1987 to 1990. 



ATTE?WANCE AND APPROPRIATIONS TRE^^DS 

Table 1 and graph 1 present the daU on attendance and enrollment in BIA- 
funded elementary and secondary schools. All three measures were used because 
no single measure covers the entire time period. As the graph illustrates, each 
data series varies from the other. The variation, however, is usually within a 
range of 4.000-5.000 students, especially after 1977. No strong up or down 
trend is indicated in the graph, which suggests that BlA-funded school 
enrollment has been relatively steady, although with fluctuations, over the 1975- 
1993 period. 

Table 2 presents appropriations data for BlA-funded elementary and 
sec-ndary schools, in both current and constant 1990 dollars. Included are BIA 
School Operations total appropriations, ISEP Formula appropriations. School 
Operations funding per ADM (or count-week attendance before 1979), and 
funding per WSU. Also shown is the Implicit Price Deflator for GDP, set at the 
base year of 1990. Figures for ^'1992 are estimates and figures for FY1993 are 
proposed amounts 

Graphs 2 and 3 show trends in School Operations and ISEP Formula 
appropriations in current and consUnt 1990 dollars. The patterns in both 
graphs are similar. Current-dollar appropriations rise very slowly from FY1975 
(FY1980 for ISEP) to F\'1989 and then grow quickly from FY1990 on. 
Constant-dollar appropriations fall noticeably from the late 1970s until FY1989 
and then rise afler FY1990, although not yet reaching the levels of the early 
parta of the period. In the case of School Operations, the increase is quite 
marked. 

Graphs 4 and 5 translate total appropriations into appropriations per 
ati dent, in both current and constant 1990 dollars, for fiscal years. Graph 4 
shows the results of dividing School Operations pppropriations Mrom ubie 2) by 
the number of students in BIA-funded elementary and secondary schools (from 
table 1). The number of students was measured by ADM for the years 1979- 
1993 and by count-week attendance for 1975-1978. The resulting pattern in 
graph 4 resembles the pattern in graph 2. Constant-dollar spending per student 
falls fairly steadily from FY1975 to FY1989 (with a slight rise in the late 1980s), 
and then rises quickly af^er FY1990. but still falls short of the levels at the 
beginning of the period. 
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Table 1. Attendanro at BlA- Funded EleoentarV 
and Secondary Schools. 197i-1993 



Attendance Average Average 
durinf Count Daily Daily 
Year Wc'fks'* Attendance Membership 







(ADA) (.ADH) 
(2^ (3) 


1975 


32,116 




1976 


38.^86 


^.5.609 


1977 


^.0.178 




1978 


60.280 


61.32^ 


197y 


39. Jll 


63.735 


1980 


36 .:u 


i.1.60- t.I.52J> 


1981 


36 . 5S0 


61 ,926 


I9i!: 


36.i'G 


60,773 62.930 


1963 


30.371 


62.535 


196^ 




<,0.o91 62.825 


1985 


3'- H- 


61 .OQI 


1986 


3fc,-75 


IB.^^'i m0.280 


198' 


it. 7^ 2 


3<i,911 


1988 


27.917 


39.592 


19S« 




3Q. 381 


1990 




39. 791 


1991 




60 . 8*.! 


19Q2F. 




62.235 


19Q3P 




63.235 


SOURCES 


"Report 


on BIA EducatKMi. " 



Chap. II. Table 3. p. 19. 
k2) -Report on tlA Education." 

Chap II, Table 10. p. 29. 
0> ni968- 1993-. BIA. 'Budget 

Justifications. F.Y. 1993.*' p. 38: 
F^■1982-1967: BIA, "Budget 

Justifications, F.V. 1989." p. 36; 
FYI98I: BIA, "Budget Justifi- 
cations. F.V. 1982,- p. U:** 
ri'L980: BIA, "Budget Estimates. 

Fiscal Year 1981 p. 17; 
F^■1979: BIA, "Budget Justifi- 
cations, F.V. 1980. • p. 36 

1976-88; Attendance during offi- 
cial count weeks 
1975: Average daily attendance 
Total calculated by CRS . 
Estimated 

Proposed or projected. 
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Graph 5 shows funds available per WSU for fiscal years 1980 to 1993. The 
overall pattern somevi^hat resembles that in graph 3, but here constant-dollar 
funds per WSU fluctuate up, down, and up again between FY1986 and FY1991 
before falling in the two most recent fiscal years. 

Like graphs 4 and 5, graph 6 showd appropriations per student in current 
and constant dollars, but for school years (SY) instead of fiscal years. The data 
were drawn from table 2 of the BLA's "Response to Testimony by the National 
Indian Education Associ: ion" (see attached copy), which covered only SY1988- 
89 to SY1993-94 . For this six-year period, graph 6 shovs-s that both current- and 
consUnt-dollar funds per \WS\J peak in SY1991-92 and fall in the following 
school year.* The constant-dollar figure, however, falls in the next year as well. 



Please call me at 707-864 1 if you have any questions regarding this request. 



RW: 

Attachments 



* The peak in SY1991-92 is related to the forward funding that Congress 
began in the second half of that school year, designed to change BIA schools' 
fiscal years to improve financial planning. 
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rndian School 
Equalization t 
Program (ISEP) 
Formula 
Approps. 
(Constant t) ( 

(?) 


iiiii 






■11 




Inpllcit 
Price 
Deflator 
for CD? 
(1990=100) 

(5> 


43.6 
46.3 
49. S 
53.4 
58.0 
63.5 
69.9 
74.2 
77.2 
80.6 
83.6 
85.8 
68.6 
92.0 
96.0 
100.0 
103.6 
106.6 
110.2 




SI, 819 
N/A 
tl,965 
12.014 
12,027 
12,066 
12,103 
12,230 
12,399 
12.408 
12.537 
12,700 
12,672 
12,727 


ilt 


1152,540 
1154,334 
1149,521 
1153,228 
1154,010 
1155,954 
1150,174 
1159,731 
1163,120 
1158,615 
1170,711 
1192,252 
1201,932 
1208,966 
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RESPONSE TO TESTIMONY BY THE NATIONAL 
INDIAN EDUCATION ASSOCIATION 

In testimony before the Senate Select Committee on Indian Affairs, the National Indian 
Education Association (NIEA) states that the Bureau of Indian Affairs* (BIA) FY 1993 budget 
request for the Indian School Equalization (ISEF) program is not sufficient to meet the operating 
expenses of BIA schools. BIA requested $208,966,000 for the ISEF program, which is 
estimated to provide S2,770 per Weighted Student Unit (WSU). The NIEA recommends an 
additional $14.87 million be provided to increase funding to $2,970 per WSU in FY 1993. 
Furthermore, the NIEA requests an FY 1992 supplemental appropriation of $14.67 million is 
needed for the third installment of teacher salary increases that wcic required by P.L. 100-297 
to achieve comparability with teachers in the Department of Defense. NTEA's basic argument 
is that the special FY 1991 appropriation of $208.0 million to forward fund BIA school 
operations for a nine-month transition period did not include the third installment of leachcr 
salary and benefit adjustments. 

The BIA disagrees with NIEA's contentions for the following reasons: 
Forward Funding and J^rhf^r Adjustments 

At the request of the House appropriations subcommittee, the BIA estimated that an additional 
$189.6 million would be required to forward fund all School Operations programs (Table 1 
attached). This estimate was based on a proration (81.8 percent) of the FY 1991 request to 
cover z nine-month transitioo period of a school year, which is usually in session for dcven 
months. Since the FY 1991 request provided $8.8 milUon in incremental ftmding for the second 
installment of teacher base pay adjustment, the forward funding estimate included $7.2 million 
to cover a portion of the third installment originally scheduled to be included in the FY 1992 
request. 

The FY 1991 appropriation of $452.5 million for School Operations was composed of $243.6 
million for the usual fiscal year period and $208.9 railHon for the forward funding period. The 
fiscal year appropriation provided $14. 1 million for the second incrwient of teacher base salary 
and benefits adjustments. The forward funding appropriation provided $13.8 million for teacher 
salary and benefits adjustments, which was sufficient to cover the fuU incrcmental costs of the 
third instaUment Overall, the FY 1990 and F . I99I appropriations, including forward funding, 
provided a total of $35.9 million for teacher salary and benefit adjustments, in contrast to BIA's 
original estimate of $26.5 million for salary adjustments alone. 

It should be noted that the forward funding appropriation represented 85.8 percent of the $243 6 
million for School Operations for the fiscal year period. Using BIA's prtaration method $ 199 6 
niilhon would have covered the forward ftmding period. The actual appropriation provided an 
additional S9.3 million for disdibution among the programs. Furthermore, the forward funding 
csumates included two School Operations programs. Institutionalized Handicapped and Technical 
Support, which did not require conversion from fiscal year to school year periods. The forward 
funding appropriation included $8.2 million that can be attributed to these programs was 
distributed among the six other School Operations programs (i.e. ISEF, Program Adjustments 
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Student Transportation, Solo Parent, Substance/Alcohol Abuse, and Administrative Cost Grants). 

Contrary to NIEA*s statements, it should be concluded that the forward funding is relevant to 
comparisons of trends in WSU values and that teacher pay and benefit adjustments do not 
require an FY 1992 supplemental appropriation. Furthermore, the forward funding 
appropriation resulted in a high WSU value because of imprecise estimates of costs associated 
with the nine- month transition period. 

ISEF Funding Trends 

Table 2 distributes FY 1989-92 appropriations and the FY 1993 budget request for the ISEF 
program by fiscal years and school years. Funding levels per WSU are also overlayed for fiscal 
year periods. Prior to FY 1992, fiscal year appropriations covered portions of two separate 
sch<''Jl years. In FY 1991, additional appropriations were provided to "forward fund" a nine- 
month transition period so that future annual appropriations would correspond with a single 
school year. With the exception of the forward funding period, ISEF funding levels and the 
WSU values reflect annual increases over the fiscal year and school year periods. 

As previously discussed, the amount appropriated for the forward funding period included the 
full annual amount needed for the third increment of teacher pay and benefit adjustments. A 
portion of that amount (2/11) should not be paid out until FY 1992. Other additional funding 
should also be expended against FY 1992 costs. 

While most Bureau operated schools understood the concept of forward funding, there were a 
number of schools that treated the forward funding monies as a 'windfall" to hire additional 
staff, purchase equipment and supplies, and make other expenditures. The Bureau surveyed the 
schools for projected "shortfalls" and received 117 responses. On the 117 rcplieSj60 schools 
reported a shortfall; however, over 50% of the schools had plans to reduce their costs 
accordingly to stay within their budgets. Twenty-eight of the 60 schools were contract and grant 
schools and the analysis could not determine whether or not they had a serious problem, or if 
the "shortfall" amounts indicated were requests for additional funds. 
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Hnittd ^atcs Senate 

Committee on Small Business 
Washington. DC 20610-0350 



May 4, 1992 



The Honorable Paul Simon 
Select Committee on Indian Affairs 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Paul: 

I understand you will be chairing a hearing on the Indian Student 
Equalization Program ( ISEP ) on Wednesday, May 13, 1992. 

Enclosed are copies of letters from several constituents. Their 
situation is a result of a shortfall in the ISEP funding, 
creating undue hardship for Native American students whose 
education already is considered at risk. Please include these 
letters as part of your official hearing record. 

Thank you for your time and ccnsiderei.ion of this matLer. I look 
forward to hearing from you soon. 



LP/ Ibp 




Serat.-^r 



enclosures 
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National Federation of Federal Employees 
Bureau of Indian Affairs Council 




flandfitau Indian School 
Flandioia, SV i702S 
McL\ch IS, /992 



(Jnittd Sta.(e6 Sinat^ 
Halt Oiiic& Buiidoig 
m6h<ng(cn. VC :C'.MO 

Peat Sinatox Ftt'iA/ct: 

I am w-\<.tLng (u expn.e.i& my app^^c<a(<ctl ic yoai if:ii{ f._oi the geneiouA ar.cup.t 
OjJ tAjne that the.y 6ptnt vi&4.iXr.g k><^/: ua in uout i'a j/:o'.g<o/: o^^<ce on Maich 
4tk. Ai Vixey maij havz <n{^o\mt.d yon, tt'C ux.i& <« wa4»ung<on S^i thz UatLCn&i 
Fe.dziat<on o£ fzde.\al Emplouzu Lnhh f ^ L'pch . Wc uac WFFE tobbt/ Weefe ai a m£ani 
0(5 6/ia>u.>tf; oat concein-4 uic-ih oui a/ected me;nbei4 oj5 CongieA4. 

PuA-cn^ cortven6a-(x.on4 <fta< I havz had unth you in tiiz pd6t, you liav^ <nd4.aitcd 
you\ inttAl^t in thz. Ftandfiejiu Indian School, and ar. <.nX(MJ,t 4.n a6ii6t<nQ M.th 
pfioblejn6 u:h<.ch may havz a mgativ^ impact on th& 6ckcoi. Th<6 beXng thz ca^e., 
I Ofli icfi-Ltxng to you about 2 i6&ut6 that nu^t be adrftCAAed to inSuf.e. the. 
ccntcnu^.d iuccC6Aiul ope.\atlon oi tkz ffanditau Jnd-.an School. Follow;<n^ ai( 
tht ^6iu^!> that I cun zx.tivr<tly conceimd about. 



81 A Ccntiai c^j^-cct pi\&onne( have vixbaiiy announccc (hat they plan to tncvc the 
iupe.fiv-c6<.on ol the. flanditau and Wahpztcn 0ii'Rz6i.ivat<.on Boaid-ing Schools {lOm 
-tfic Uinntapolii Aiza O^^ice to Si&6eAon Agzncy <n S<6ieton, SV. We do not ^e.&l 
that th<i <A ei.the.^ a poiitive o\ logical movt. Scth oi the.^e 6chool6 6eive 
AtudejUs jJtom many Ti<be4 (Jiom throughout the. niLduK.6t. £(/r. do not i^eeJL that <t 
wotUd be w<Ae to place the 0ii-9.e^^e^vat^.oK Boai.d<ng SckooU undei the 
iupeiv^uon oi$ the Si-^&eton Agency, oi any othei i^ngie TMb<U Agency. ThiL 
Si.^6tton Agency doe^ not have adequate. &taSi i-n place, to deal u}4.th the 6chool6, 
and placing 6chool& who AeiuC many XKibei unden. a 6<.ngte TfUbal Agtncy wuld 
open the doox to T\<bajl politico. 

(ife aie 6eefu>\g legislation vohcch wuld give the ieflVLin4.ng 5 ORBS the option o{ 
bt<jig placed undei the Supewision 05 the 8IA Cential O^^ice. We have been 
woxfUng icith Senator Daschle, Ccngiessman Johnson, and SznatoK Simon's o^^ice. 
We would fieallu apple c^ate ^t <i you\ oHlce u.vuid assist us on th<s JSSne. 
Please ize.1 jtce to contact the Flandizau lnd<an School Boafid to get '<hc<.i 
v<im on this issue. You car, get <n toack with out School Boand bu calUna 
(605} 997-5775. 



FLANVREAU AW {^AHPtTOU IHVIAM SCHOOL SUPCRVJSlOU 



1. 
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SCHOOL FUWPIMG 



Tfie Aecortd <.4Aa£ <ha< I conceded about <^ ^ur.cUn^ ^o/i <he 8IA 6CHoci6. 
App^oxiiraiUu 12 ueji^6 ^30 the. BIA pat tht ISb? ioKrr^ <n p^ace a tcjr^po'ia^y 
fficSn* oi pKovicUng ian<U ici 5IA ichcoti. The. ISEP icvr^U 6UU piacc 
)2 u^>ii, Utz\, Md titUz ha6 been dom to orpiot-c U. Piov4.6ionA havt not 
been pu< P^^ce ihii< w^U jWom; iox ^cieiiACA <.« i^xcd expertie* 01 AjUiXJtf/ 
^rtC/ic/iAeA A< <f^6 tOK&. the aueiage co4< tducaiA.ng a chi,ld -cn <he US ^4 

a^ J^/ b^o. Xa /A.^e. PRESIPEJff HISH WAWTS TO K Kmtt AS TUB EVUCATWU 
reESIPEMT BUT HE VOESH'T BVEH INSURE THAT HIS POLITICAL APPOIMTEES PO A GOCW 
JOB OF FKOVJVIHG FUmUG FOR THE SCHOOLS THAT ARE UW?ER THE PIRECT SUPERVISION 
OF HIS APMIWISTRATIOW. 

The VFFf 51- C.':»r:oc< *A A-iggcAto'.g f«e I St? {•.--rati be i^ptarc^ 

PROGRAM FUWPING. te tncx ^fuA -xd./. be a i-i.-t: ccf.AxT.-inj p'.jccaa ffuA 

c^-.ar.gc x-CTC .V taKC fiacc, UhUi tnc IS£P icxxuU <i itUi <n pUci. ^£d^a<e 
<jr.p\ovzmenti> stc r.eedea. th<.6 t<.Tic b^caaAC tr-scoijuaie ju,:d*r.a <c eiA 
AchociA. Doth p^\og\am^ a»:d K'a/c' ate b^.xg <ut, Tr.cte tA cortAiari ^atc 
Ac/too^A be<.r:a c-J'-ced intc ^o^Kg cor^iac< 01 gxar,^. oIA mafeeA <fuA -P^^^^^ 
atXiactivC bu jHiiins cidd<Uor.:Li iandi. to the 6zr.coU that iccU g^vC tip blA 
siatui and So ccni^act. IfuA plan Ae(y«A to i<t <nto .ohj< appca^A <o oc a 
maitzi plan' bu the BIA t.- get out ci the. &ducat<.cn oua-ckcaa and ba6<caity 
<gncte <i£5U cbUsaCcon& trxLt <t ttai to p^ovici ecucJUon ^o^ Ind^n ch^tdxin. 

U thi.6 Curz tr.t BIA <.A FIWAWCIALLV STIJAAIGLIMG <hc BIA 6chooU by not p\ov<d<ng 
adequate {unduig Aci p-togituri and ita^, I^ thA6 <a alic^-zd to cor.t<.r..^i , th.c 
cnUdxcn <.n thZ6i 6chooU ^Ui iu^iex and *fi^U r.Jt be aiicKdcd the q^antu 
i.djLcat<;^n th.i* (he J dz^cwe. 

a\e 6ug.Kit<t\g th^xt the IStV iovr^ia bz <KCKcabed ou 5Sl, and that ui.a\iu- 
<ncicaii6 be p-st in piacc xh<.cn ic-iti couea the <nc-.cai^c6 <.r i<.xca cc^ti and 
^ataiu ^rccjACi, Jtf. ^ett that tKi aSU ^.o-i 6pi.c<.ai educat<.OK irc^id be 
^tiCLZaicd Ai.-^-n ,b tc .7b. A p-j\t^cn <?j( ifie inc\cas^c in Aundt^nq ihould cc uicg 
(0 p^outdc 0/1 crcie^Ae <n ialai^ti iox the non-pxoi£6^^onai6 tnc BIA 
M.'Otfe^o^.ce vc^KCn iMutd allcu: iKon to iaxn a dzcent f^oi <fie>(': iajr.<tiC6. 

te aic -.-f a^orc in bexn^ a^a'tmcd about the Ending muaCion <.n t^tc 6IA 
ac/ioo£a. f^any o^ the 6chooi baaiao inciud^ng trtc Fiandiiuu Ind^jr. Scnoo^ 
Soj'jd, axe vcxy concemed and caiUng ioi iimedf.ate action. Kpp-xoxar^ttty I 
yeai ago the BIA corT9rn.66ioned a tahk ioxce to tcot Lnto the iund^na pioblem. 
Aitet itudy and aivC6t<.sat<.cn. the Taik face fiecctrjr.ended Atgiu^tcartt <f:cxeaAviA 
in the JSEP ioirmOi, but BIA <.a talUns about cutA 01 the ISEP ^lathen -Cfcan 
<ncKeA6e6- 

(He ate oAfetrta ycu>i mpp^xt iox the Fiandxeau Indian School and ici BIA 
education, and that youi oi</cc addxe&6 and wotfe on the 2 -cAAtieA tk:it I have 
dtACaAAed <rt ih*A cj-.tCAp«.MdCnC€ . U <i a Aac A?a<e 06 a^^^utA iA:ncn (he 
uM3Xkioxce riflA to tuxn to th£ meipbciA 0/ CortgtcAA fc* heip -Crt <.AAue4 like ihtbc . 
We weald hope that (he uppe-. tcvti Uanagexi (ne BIA would have a c.nccxn 
obou( the ieei<r.>}&, (houar.d, and iuggeitiom -rc/rbC'iA oi the icjxi-Aij'ice , 
School Boa-.rfA, and lx<bal 'trerbext. 1h<i, howeve-. d.N^A not 6ear (c be Cn cas*. 

rhanfcA agatr: i^x (he genexc.^ a'r:in( oi (^.e (ha( u:.^. itaU Apcrt v<i^<«rg 
j^lth uA <n tcut ciii.c«i duung the «vofc cj? Uaxch :nd. 

iittex <n 'ie6pcKte to th<.^ coixe^pondence . 



i u!Ojnd appxec<itc a phone cad 



Sincefiily. 

La Buck, V<ce Pxc6i.dcnt 
SFF£'8IA Co.inC'i 
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Inflation 
pinch 

Indian programs 
receive fewer 
federal dollars 

By CHET LUNNER 
Garviec ►jeA'i Sevce 

WASHINGTON — Federal 
spending on programs for Amer- 
ican Indians has been outrun by 
inllation and continued to drop in 
almost every area, a Congresaionfll 
Research Service studj^ 1^ found 

"We are asking the poorest of the 
poor, the neediest of the needy to 
absorl? the greatest cuts," said_Sen. 
Daniel , Inouye. ^. D-Hawaii. 
chairmjaa .of,"thelSelect;^mmIttee 
on Indian lAifiSsV^whenJ^'panel 
reviewed the 1993 requests from the 
Bush admihistiriitidhl'*_' 'i , , 

The ■ Biish . 'admlni^^iatiorii has 
proposed a 1993 budget -.of $3.1 
Dtlbon, down from the 1992 level of 
$3^ billion. . .■ y/.. . 

Using .1990; as", a base. year, the 
CRS study* codve'rt&i.current dol- 
lars htb.coristaht dollars to account 
for inflation. Researchers looked at 
funding trends in key areas from 
1975 to 1993. Their Tmdings include: 

■ EducatfoD: Federal funding 
has gixmri it a rate of ^53.7 million 
annually, while Bureau. of Indian 
Affairs education programs 
dropped ^.6 million per year. 

■ Health: Health and Human 
Services Department spending in- 
creased at ^.2 billion per year, or 
5.2 percent, while Indian Health 
Service appn^riations rose $36 
million a year, or 3.3 percent. 

■ Housing: Spending of the De- 
partment of Housing and Urban 
Development rose at a yearly rate 
of 9353 miilion. while Indian 
housing aid decreased at a rate of 
$67 million a year. 



■ E>eveIopmettt: National eco- 
nomic development programs de- 
chned at an annual rate of $605 
million, or 5.6 percent, while Indian 
development programs dropped 
$2.7 million per year, or 6 percent. 

"it seems to be more a case that 
the other areas of the budget 
simply have more organized 
lobbies." said Alan Parker, Na- 
tional Indian Policy Center director 
in Washington. 

But Parker sa id there is evidence 
thai Indian issues can receive fair 

"When the Indians can get the 
aneniion of Congress, Congress 
docs respond to the fact thai we re 
talking about established princi- 
ples. The government undertook 
obligations, principally through 
treaties. ... Nobody said that this 
was limited by a certain period of 
lime." 



"Tu^.A^ Toil "iU ^c^:/v 
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PORTuAND Office 



March 3, 1992 



Honorable Larry Press ler 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Attention: Linda Benning 

Re: FY1993 BIA Funding for 

wounded Knee Distirict School 



Dear Senator Pressler: 

Enclosed is the testimony presented by the Wounded Knee 
District School Board today before the House Interior 
Appropriations Subcommittee. Wounded Knee District School 
asks you to express your support to the Appropriations 
Committee for its requests for BIA funding for: 

• $250,000 for pressing facility needs of the 
Wounded Knee District School, and 

• supplemental FY1992 and increased FY1993 
funding for the Indian School Equalization Formula, the 
program w'.jich supports the basic operations of BIA-funded 
schools . 



ThanJc you. 

Sincerely, 



Karen J. Funk 



cc; Shirley Garnette, Principal 
Wounded Knee District School 
Box 350 

Manderson, South Dakota 57756 
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TESTIMONY OF THE WOUNDED KNEE DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD 
ON FY '93 BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS BUDGET PROPOSAL 

PRESENTED BEFORE THE 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 
INTERIOR AND RELATED AGENCIES SUB-COMMITTEE 

MARCH 3, 1992 



Good Afternoon. Mr. Chairman, members of the U.S. 
House of Representatives Committee on Appropriations ~ 
Interior and Related Agencies Sub-Committee, I appreciate 
this opportunity to present testimony on the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs Education budget request. My name is Gerald M. 
Clifford and I am the parent of two students at the Wounded 
Knee District School. My youngest child, Maka Akan Najin, 
will enter kindergarten this fall. 

The Wounded Knee District School is located in Manderson 
on the Pine Ridge Indian Reservation in southwestern South 
Dakota. We currently have 240 students enrolled in 
kindergarten through 8th grade. Last year we had 214 
students . 

We are here today to request supplemental appropriations 
for the current year and an increase in FY '93 request for the 
Indian School Equalization Formula (ISEF). 

In FY '91, we received $2,700 per WSU. For the current 
year, we are being funded at a rate of $2,374 per WSU. While 
we pride ourselves in being prudent managers, it is becoming 
extremely difficult to stretch funds when our enrollment is 
expanding. 

We need an additional $78,240.00 just to keep pace with 
last year's level and this figure does not include the rise 
in costs. We are in support of the National Indian Education 
Association recommendation of a supplemental appropriation in 
the amount $14.67 million. 

Our local school board has been slowly increasing 
teacher salaries in an effort to achi.eve parity with average 
South Dakota pay scales. The Department of Defense rates 
would totally wipe out our funds, so we attempted parity with 
state levels instead. South Dakota, as you may have heard, 
ranks 50th m teacher pay. Our teacher scale starts at 
$17,350. 

We are in support of the BIA's blue ribbon panel 
recommendation of $3,499 for the 1993-94 school year. 
Accordingly, we support a budget supplement to the base of 
$14.87 million in FY'93. 



EMC 
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PAGE 2, WOUNDED KNEE DISTRICT SCHOOL TESTIMONY 
HOUSE APPRORIATIONS INTERIOR SUB-COMMITTEE 



I realise that the above dollar amounts are quite large, 
but the BIA simply has not been realistic in determining 
enrollment figures and they do not request an adequate 
eniount. When our small community experiences enrollment 
increases of nearly 13%, we have to assume that other BIA 
funded schools are also growing at record rates. For this 
reason, we have to come back to Congress to request more 
funds every year. 

Moreover, the Bureau has not been mindful of the added 
responsibilities and costs resulting from our relationship 
with state accreditation agencies. South Dakota has some 
very specific and high standards for certification. Just 
last year, we had to increase our school day by 30 minutes. 
We did this in an effort to save funds by making the academic 
day lonaer rather than add days to our calendar. It also 
means that our staff has less compensated preparation time* 

The South Dakota Board of Regents recently increased the 
academic entrance requirements for students attending South 
Dakota public colleges. Ajnong the standards are laboratory 
sciences and algebra in the eighth grade beginning with the 
1992-93 school year. Our students who are now in the seventh 
grade will have to be provided additional opportunities this 
fall. We currently do not have a science room or laboratory, 
because we simply do not have the space and the money to 
hire the qualified personnel. 

Currently, we have two classes each for kindergarten^ 
first, and second grades / and they are at the maximum student: 
teacher ratio. Our third grade class is overcrowded but we 
do not have any room to expand. We have even converted a 
storeroom into a classroom. 

We are requesting specific authority to construct or 
purchase temporary classroom facilities. Our school board is 
currently in the process of applying for construction fu ''s 
to expand our facility, but we h .ve immediate pressing i ^s 
for more space. We project that for $250,000 (3550 squc j 
feet X $70.42 per square feet) we can meet our immediate and 
near-term projected space needs. We are planning on four 
large classrooms where we can combine the now split lower 
grades with two teachers in a cooperative system. This will 
free-up room for a science lab and a math lab, and allow us 
to move the Special Education language lab out of the 
storeroom. 

The progress our school has seen has been a direct 
result of those programs where the Congress, and particularly 
this Committee, has provided leadership and advocacy. With 
the restructuring of the facilities program, we were able to 
replace our boiler system and our kitchen. Our kitchen staff 
is now providing cooking skills training to many area 
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schools. The grant system of funding allowed us to use the 
interest from investments to meet shortfalls in operations. 

As parents of students attending an isolated tribal 
school, we take great pride in the achievements of our 
children and we want for them to have the opportunities that 
will allow them to be productive members of our tribe and 
community. Our school has been designated the Number 1 
school on the Pine Ridge Indian Reservation by the Oglala 
Sioux Tribal Council Health, Education and Welfare Committee 
for two years in a row and we worked hard for that honor. 

Wounded Knee District School has had nearly 100% 
parental involvement at parent teacher conferences. We 
raised money for three years and built our own playground, 
which was designed by our students. Our school has one of 
the highest attendance rates in the state - 96% so far this 
year . 

In the six years since we contracted for the operation 
of our school, we have seen a steady climb in student 
performance in standardized tests. One of our eighth grade 
students scored in the 99.90th percentile on the Stanford 
Achievement Test last spring v;hen he was in the seventh 
grade. Last month he sat for the ACT exam with high school 
seniors. Ke was the only elementary student from a BIA 
funded school in the state of South Dakota to be invited. 
While we haven't received the young man's scores yet, we feel 
his record is a sign of our school's contribution. 

We want to keep our record of improvement moving 
forward, but we need your help. 

Again, on behalf of all our students, parents and 
community, I want to thank you for allowing the Wounded Knee 
District School to present testimony to your Committee. 
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Dear Senator Pressler; 

The 3. 1. A. -0. I.E. P. has set standards and requires us to also meet State standards 
which is a good start to upgrade our school system^ But, they don't fund our school 
at a level that lets us meet the standards or do the inovative ideas that the school 
administration and we have developed. 

In FY-91 they funded us 2,700 per weighted student unit, at which time we needed 
3,000 per W.S.U. to meet the standards. In FY-92 we were funded 2,374 (87* of 
2,700) for October 1991 - June 1992, at which time we spend 38 to 89% of a normal 
year long budget. In PY-93 the B.I. A. has given us a planning figure of 2,700 
per W.S.U. In 1989 the law mandated we start paying B.I. A. teachers on the D.O.D. 
teacher pay scale, which increases about 6% per year. We spend 90% plus of our 
school budget on salaries, thus we have actually had a 4 to 5% cut each year in 
funding in th^ past 3 years. 

AS our Congressional spokesman in the Federal Government, we are requesting your 
assistance to get B.I. A. education allocation up to a level that we can offer our 
students an education equal to the rest of the State and the United States. To 
meet the standards and offer our youth a decent education; funding has to be at 
lease 3,450 per W.S.U. If there arc any questions, contact us immediately and 
we will furnish what you need. 

Sincerely, 




,.iCHAEL D. JANDRRAD, CHJ«(iRMAiJ 
I.OWER BRDLB SIODX TRI^a/. COOHCIL 
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Pave Jewztt 
307 e<ut nfi6t Ave. 
PlandfLCAa, S9 57028 
KpKlt 22, 1992 



SejiatofL PfLt66ltn. 

I am wfUting you. t}U6 ttttZK ovcfi a conce.'Xn that I havt. The, BIA p^opo^Zd 
iiifi tht 1Q<i9~Q^ fri^f?^"^ ^cii ICEP ^oKmita be duoppzd to $2657. 

A6 a fZand^zaa IndLan School empioytt I veAy wonKizd about tht 6taXiU o^ 
tht 6chool, mo fit JunpofLtxiYit o^ tht 6tadtnt6 that we ie^ve. (UWi tkz ICEP 
dropping thtfit could be lack o^ 6u.pptLti, 6honttmc. contAact6. 

iaith tht cat that^tht BIA ^ pfL0p06lng it JU oJbnoi>t tikt thty afit tAylng 
to geX oat 0^ tht exiacatLon ba6lnt66 and pat oi oaX. vtiltk thtm. Tht BIA 
need6 to know that we do a vt^y ijnpofLtarU Job. Klio tht adminutAation 
nttd6 to know that we do a vt^y junpo^t/xnt Job. Tki6 admlMtfLOtion warvU 
to be known a6 "Tht Education Adminl&tKotA^on" . I a6k yoa do thty (Mnt 
^ual zduccLtion ofi ^o^l Ju^t tht vottfL6, We havt 6tadtnt6 ht^Lt going to 
school and ^tcltvlng an tdacatlon that would not be going to 6chool any 
plact tl6t. We need to havt tht 6appofLt o^ tht K(imlnl6tn.ation. 

On Uatj 13th Stnatofi Simon l6 holding a hta^lng ovtn. tht ICEP. Plta^t 6tnd 
a copy 0^ tkL6 IttteJi to kun 60 that It may be 6abmltttd at tht hta\lng. 




Slncvitly 



1^" 
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City of Flandreau- 



136 East Second Av* 
Randreau.S.D 57028 
Phone 605-997-2492 



April 23, 1992 



The Honorable Larry Pressler 
The United States Senate 
407A Ruasell Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Pressler: 

I am writing to you In concern of the Fla ndreau Indian 
Sc]iaal- This school Is a vital mainstay to bur cocsunlty, one 
toat we cannot afford to lose 

Ac the beginning of the Reagan Malnistration there were 
fifteen functioning off reservation schools. Now only five 
reMin. The five regaining schools maintain tribal neutrality. 
Tbe tribal neutral,ity Is what niates these schools such a 
treaendous learning institution for young Native Americans. 
The Santee Sioux Tribe is now claiming ownership of the Flandreau 
Indian School by Treaty of 1868. It is imperative that the school 
maintains Its multi-tribal base of ownership and adalnlstration. 

There has ben talv nf nov i"f ,j..T-^ eH< <r>T> nf rht- Flanfirenii — 
In dian School to the Slsseton Acencv. This would he a rrfrcr.flnis 
i ^stakc. It seeas that these off reservation schools are being 
continually harrassed by the BIA and Federal Goverr.sent. The 
staff and faculty should be spending time educating students 
instead of fighting the bureaucratic wheels to keep It open. 

Another concern is the recent BIA funding has caused severe 
cuts In the ICEP formula. This fonaula Is now lover than It was 
three years ago. The formila has not even taken Into account 
staff raises. So In essence the program Is undergoing a forn of 
self -cannibalism. And now to compound the ICEP cuts they are 
also forcing a cut In the very Important IRG program. It seems to 
me that the BIA Is doing everything In Its power to slowly erode 
away the foundation of this fine learning institution that serves 
the needs of Native American students. 

I am glad to hear that Senator Simon is conducting an Investi- 
gation Into funding. Would you please forward a copy of ay letter 
to Senator Sison. 



- «4u>t o()ponvift«y •mpk>v«T ■ 



it^i Lo.. 
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Senator Press ler 



-2- 



April 23, 1992 



Senator Pressler It Is Imperative that you do everything In your 
power to protect the Flandreau Indian School and keep Its doors open. 
The cosBQunlty of Flandreau has always been proud to be ho«e to the 
multi-cultural Flandreau Indian School. The losa of this school 
would have an astronomical Impact on the City. The employees and 
students add Inensely to the economic base o£ Flandreau. 

I urge you to do all that you can to protect the Flandreau 
Indian School from closure. 




Mayor 




136 



:^enc-«tor Li^r'ry Pressler 

Mil Kussi'i i Senate Office Bldq. 

United atAtes Senate 



bedr Senator Pressler; 

r - pc- tne ^-ttacned rcjointion ^rom the Chc-yenne River Aqency 
.^^h'joi troc^rd, we are requesting that adequate funding be provided 
•.o t^e Indian Stude nt Equalization Program (I.S.E.P.). 

of 



eouctAtion IS not a pr j ormy 

■lative Americcri students h 



1 1. . >= appcrtftiL trjfc^t indian 

■<j' tie I.S.L.r. funding f or 

rom-mi^ed t-. btf ^ ar below the national average. Indian schools 
C'-.nt.r.e to recc-we publicity about how our students fall behind 
t.-.£- or.c* I avcaqe on test scores, yet it seems that nobody 

5 the fact that with our cu-rent funding level the school 
oni ^ provide minimal service to our students. The funding is 
t^ ■ ' e to provide equipment, supplies and materials that are 
::'.'0 in cur schools. 

L'Chr.ol bocird urues you to assist in restor i ny the 
i^di^quate level +or our students and schools. 



Aqonr. v 



L-r el y , 




h-c^r d C.i-a 1 r m.?n 
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RESOLUTIOH 

WHEREAS: the Cheyenne River Ajjency Rducation School Board consists of 

representatives by resolution of all BIA/Crant/Cooperati ve 
schools on the Cheyenne River Reservation; 

AND 

WHEREAS: the Cheyenne River Agency Education SChool Board has the 

responsibility for ensuring quality education to all eligible 

Indian students who reside within the attendance boundaries; 

AND 

WHEREAS: it has been determined that the current amount available per 

(wsu) weighted student unit bised on the I.S.E.P. (Indian 
Student Equalization Program) is not sufficient for the BIA/ 
Grant Cooperative Schools; 

NOW 

THEREFORE BE TT RESOLVED, that the Cheyenne River Agency Education School Board 
is requesting that the amount of I.S.E.P. funding be restored to the 1990-91 
funding level of $2,700.00 



/ Chfrlrperson/CRA Scjfffol Board 



JSP 



Date 



15: 
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Flandreau Indian School Board 

Flandreau Indian School 

S7028 

March 11, 199Z 



The Honorable Larry Pressler 
Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

The Honorable Larry Pressler: 

Find enclosed Flandreau Indian School Beard's Resolution No. 
92-01, dated January 7. i992. We are forwarding the 
resolution to you for the help of your office in assisting 
the Flandreau Indian School Board concerning a shortfall of 
over six million dollars for the ISEP (Indian Student 
Eoualization Program) funding. The BIA Boarding Schools and 
Indian School Boards have not yet been notified of the 
percentage cf shortfall to prepare their school budgets. 

In addition, would you send a copy of this resolution to Mr. 
Lujan. W© appreciate any assistance that you can give us m 
regard to this matter. If your office has any questions, 
please contact me at Flandreau Indian School. 

Sincerel y , 




Enc losure 



1 
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Flandreau Indian School Board 

FUndreau Indian School 
FUndwju. Soulh DikoU 
S7028 

RESOLUTION NO. 92-01 



WHEREAS f budgetary Information concernlrig a shortfall of over 6 million 
dollars for the ISEP (Indian Student E<juallzatlon Program} was known by the 
Central Office, BIA, Office of Indian Education Programs (OIEpj In June. 
1991; and, 

WHEREAS, BIA Boarding Schools and Indian School Boards have not yet been 
notified of the percentage of shortfall In order to prepare their school 
budgets in the least offensive manner to the overall education of Indian 
stxjdents; and, 

WHEREAS, the task f leadership and advocacy at the Central Office level can 
no longer be tolerated by Indian Tribes and Indian School Boards, 

hfOW, THEREFORE f BE IT RESOLVED, that the Flandreau Indian School Board 
hereby strongly objects to the languid manner In which the Central Office, 
under the direction of Ed Parisian and Joe Christie, have been handling the 
education of Indian students. 

BE IT FtJRTHER RESOLVED, that continuous Inquiries have been made of the 
Central Office to reveal bixigetary Information have thus far gone unheeded; 
therefore. It Is necessary that the Congressional Co.mlttees be informed of 
the blatant lack of leadership and communication from the Central Office 
which Inactivity Is adversely affecting the education of Indian students who 
have a legal and moral right to quality education programs and who have a 
right to expect substantial and systematic advocacy from the BIA-OIEP. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that because of the apparent Jack of expertise 
within the BIA-OIEP concerning necessary budgetary requests, we are hereby 
requesting the Appzroprlatlon Committees of Congress to supplement the ISEP 
formula monies during this sesion for FY 92-93 In the amount of 6.7 million 
dollars. 

BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, that copies of this resolution be sent to 
Off -Reservation Boarding Schools, Indian tribes served by BIA Boarding and 
Day schools* Congressional delegations, and Committees of the Senate and 
House on Appropriations. 



153 
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RESOLyriON NO. 92-01 
Page Z 



FORx 5 
AGAINST: 0 



CERTIFICATION 

I do hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was <iuly presented and 
enacted tipon at the regular meeting of the Flandreau Indian School Board 
held at the Holiday Inn, Minneapolis, Minnesota, on January 7t 1992. 



Vema Graves, Vice-President 
Flandreau Indian School Board 



EMC 



15-. 
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BOX 274 

Rosholt, South Dakota 
May 4, 199 2 



The ttonoraole Larry Press ler 
Unitea States Senate 
Washington, DC 20 510 

Dear Senator Press ier, 

I am writing to you in regard to a critical issue in Indian 
^education. Adequate funding is NOT being proviaed for Inaian 
'education' if tne proposed $2,657.00 per weighted unit is going 
to I3e used as tne formula figure for Indian education for tne 
coming year. This figure is a decrease at a time when all costs 
are rising and the school budgets are already stretchea beyona 
tneir limit.-;. It is ansoiutely unrealistic to expect Inaian 
education to survive, much less improve, with a decrease in 
financial support. 

Tne ISEP tasK force, which thoroughly studied tne ISEP 
formula this past year, has proven facts that the formula must 
be set at $ J, 500. 00 per weighted unit if a fair and equal eaucation 
is to be provided for Inaian students. I cannot understand why this 
aoministration does not see its responsibility towara educating the 
Inaian people. It is scary to think what might nappen to these 
young people if the budget Keeps getting cut. I do not belong to 
an Indian trioe but I have workea as the Media Director at the 
wahpeton Indian School for over nine years. I see tne dire neea 
for a good ana equal eaucation for tnese young people. 

Please support an increase in tne ISEP formula figure at the 
May 13, l99z hearing on ISisP. Also, please send a copy ot my letter 
CO Senator Paul Simon oefore the ISEP hearing on the i3tn of May. 
Thank you for your support for Indian eaucation. 

Sincerely, 



Jeanne Swartz 
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Pine nidgt SOiooC Soard 
Pirn Pid9^ ScfwoC (K'i2) 
Pine Pidt^, South Dakota S7770 
(605) 8S7-5198 

DarttHn Cmt(o*tf 




March 16, 1992 



Deputy Director 

Office of Indian Education Programs • 
Mail Stop 3512 MIB 
18th &CSireeis NW 
Washington, DC 20245 



BIA 



Dear Sir: 

As a school board member of Pine Ridge School. I am deeply concerned for the 
welfare of our school. 

We were facing a deficit of $85,011.00 which by itself will force the school to 
cut back five days from our original calendar and place year-long employees on 
furlough. 

Now we are faced vvith a $246,300.00 cutback (a loss of 103.75 WSU's) from our 
school budget. We received this Friday, March 13, 1992, about 4:00 p.m. Our principal 
and business manager are trying to determine what devastating impact this will have 
on our school, but it appears our program will have to be cut back to the point we can 
no longer meet our number of days required by the State of South Dakota (175). We 
know with just the $85,011.00 deficit we can not meet the 180 BIA requirement, with 
the additional cut large number* of our staff will have to be RIF'ed. With the large 
cut that will be needed it is extremely doubtful we can continue to be accredited or to 
complete a full school term. 

We lost money, $92,463.00. i n 874 because of a jumbled audit by the Agency 
Education Office, and now we are losing money from ISEP in the amount of 
$246,300.00 There comes s time when schools can no longer operate with these 'ate 
cuts. ' 

Pine Ridge School was not t^iven an exit audit in which the school 
administrator and school board were told how many students had been deleted and for 
what reasons. Our attendance clerks have signed a statement saying that the 
information that came out on the ISEP printout was not the information given to Mr. 
Lloyd Goldstedt, Education Office, by the attendance clerks. The ISEP pnntouidiad 
first graders as Seniors, students who had graduated two years ago listed as students, 
etc. The ISEP printout was full of errors., Our 874 students were 'nco"«<^Vy P'5"?,f>" 
the ISEP count and we lost $92,000.00 in 81-874 funds. Now we are losing $246,300 00 
in ISEP funds because of this audit by the Agency Education Office. Exactly how the 



ERIC 
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errors occurred, we do not know; but we do know that this wis the yeir of chinge 
from bubble sheets to computer. This wis ilso the first yeir thit Mr. Goldstedt ludited 
Pine Ridge School. We hive never hid this kind of problem previously. 

If Pine Ridge Schools ire to continue as accredited schools educiting Oglali 
Sioux Indiin students, we must hive the funding to meet these obligitions. 
desperately need immediate financiil issistince. 



cc: Senator Daschle 
Senator Pressler 
Representative Johnson 
Senator jinnoye 
Oglala Sioux Tribe 




Anthon^ 1 
Chiirmin 



e 
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TAKINt SCHOOL 

HC 77. Box 537 
Howes, South Dakota 57748 
(605) 538-4399 

March 30, 1992 

U.S. Senator Larry Pressler 

411 Russell Senate Office Building 

Washington DC 20510 

Dear Senator Pressler: 

We are writing to ask your help for Indian Children and 
Schools on the reservation. It seems that the Indian $tudent 
Equalization Program( I SEP) is always seriously under tunded . We do 
Tiot Know wn§ther this is caused by 0MB or the BIA, but we can not 
continue to do more each year with less money. All our cost rise 
each year and the authorized funding levels shrink. Our Government 
has an obligation to Indian Education. That obligation must be 
honored or our children will fall further behind. 

The ISEP program has always been funded at much less than the 
national average. The BIA Task Force recommended a minimum of 
$3,499.00 for the 1992-93 school year(FY 92) and we support that 
minimum even though that still leaves ISEP below the national 
average. 

We are concerned that this minimum will not become a reality 
and that ISEP may even be cut further. Whether this comes from 0MB 
or BIA bungling is not important. The important thing is to 
restore the funds needed or pass supplemental funding to increase 
the funds for ISEP to the needed minimum of $255,000,000.00. 

An example of how this is being manipulated is as follows: 
School Year 1990-91(FY 90) ISEP $2,850.00 for four quarters of 
operations. School Year 1991-92(FY 91) ISEP is $2,360.00 for three 
quarters of operations. School Year 1992-93(FY 92) ISEP expected 
is less than $2,700.00 for four quarters. 

Thus from 1990-1993 we will see a real dollar loss of over 150 
per wsu. For Takini School this converts to a loss of over 
$bO,000.00. 

We are a small school, a loss of over $50,000.00 means 
significantly less services to our students. Please help us by 
working to restore the funding in the ISEP program to the minimum 
recommended by the Task Force. This minimum is $255 ,000 ,OOQ:;C0 . 



Thank you 
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